
5816 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY 27 
By Mr. CANNON: 

H. R. 3621. A bill for the relief of Flavia 
·Isldora Vieira Sauer; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KING: 
H. R. 3622. A bill for the relief of the 

Franco-Italian Packing Co.; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

568. By Mr. BRADLEY: Petition of 163 citi
zens of the Eighteenth Congressional District 
of California, urging that communism in this 
country _be stopped and stamped out com
pletely; to the Committee on Un-Amerlcan 
Activities. · · 

569. By Mr. WELCH: Assembly Joint Reso
lution 37 of the California State Legisla
ture, relative to extending pension benefits 
to persons who served on certain transport 
vessels opera ted by the Army during the War 
with Spain, the Philippine Insurrection, and 
the China Relief Expedition; to the Commit
tee on Veterans' Affairs. 

570. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the Bar 
Association' of Arkansas, petitioning consid
eration of their resolution with reference to 
request for an amendment to the Federal 
Employers' Liability Act; to the Committe-on 
the Judiciary. . 

571. Also, petition of the membership of 
the Tampa Townsend Club, No. 1, Tampa, 
Fla., petitioning consideration of their reso
lution with reference to endorsement of the 
Townsend plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

572. Also, petition of the membership of 
the Pensacola Townsend Club, No. 1, Pensa-

, cola, Fla., petitioning consideration of their 
resolution with reference to endorsement of 
the Townsend plan, H. R. 16; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means . • 

573. Also, petition of American Veterans 
Committee, Territory of Hawaii, petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with ref
erence to restrictions imposed on American 
citizens of oriental birth who wish to travel 
from Hawaii to thP. mainland; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

574. Also, petition of Holy Name Society 
of the Sacred Heart Church, of Gary, Ind., 
petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to subversive activities of 
foreign agents who tend to break down con
stitutional government; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

575. "lso, petition of the New England 
Conference of the Methodist Church, peti
tioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to reaffirming support of the 
provision in the Constitution of the Com
monwealth of Massachusetts which forbids 
the use of public fUnds for the maintenance 
of private and sectarian schools; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

SENATE 
TUESDAY, MAY 27, 1947 

(Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 
1947) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on 
the expiration of the recess. 

Rev. Edward T. Wiatrak, S. J., Jesuit 
Missions, New York City, N. Y., offered 
the following prayer: 

Take, 0 Lord, and receive all my lib
erty, my memory, my understanding, and 
my whole will. Thou hast given me all 
that I have and all that I possess; I re
store it all to Thee and surrender it, that 
Thou mayest dispose of it according to 

Thy will. Give me only Thy love and 
Thy grace, and I am rich enough and 
desire nothing · more. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
May 26, 1947, was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was ~ppr~ved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

~ message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries. ' 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED · 

BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <H. R. 3029) to provide for 
the acquisition of a site and for prepara
tion of plans and specifications for a 
courthouse to accommodate the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia and the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Colum
bia, and it was signed by the President 
pro tempore. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

B'y unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were laid before the 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of California; to the Committee on 
Finance: 

"Senate Joint Resolution 15 
"Joint resolution relative to memorializing 

Congress to enact H. R. 881 and H. R. 1199, 
granting tax exemptions to those held pris
oners by the Japanese 
"Whereas many citizens of the State of 

California, civilians and members of our 
armed forces, were taken and held in Japa
nese prisons and suffered untold hardships; 
and 

"Whereas it is fitting and proper that the 
former prisoners of war receive the benefits 
granted by two bills now pending before the 
Congress of the United States, H. R. 881 and 
H. R. 1199, which bills give them certain tax 
benefits under section 251 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of the United States: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of California respect
fully memorializes the President and the 
Congress of the United States to enact H. R. 
881 and H. R. 1199; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
is directed to transmit copies of this resolu
tion to the President, the President protem
pore of the Senate, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con
gress -of the United States." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of California; to the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

•·senate Joint Resolution 22 
"Joint resolution relative to Federal opera

tion of air-traffic-control towers 
"Whereas the House Appr9priations Com

mittee has eliminated from the bill providing 
funds for the support of the Department of 
Commerce the item appropriating funds for 
t~e operation of the air-traffic-control tow-

ers at San Francisco and other municipal air
ports; and 

"Whereas in the interests of public safety 
these air-traffic-control towers should be 
operated by personnel employed, instructed, 
and controlled by one agency, so that air 
traffic at all airports may have the benefit of 
standardized uniform control, without which 
national and international air commerce and 
the lives of air-line pilots and thousands of 
passengers will ·be placed in jeopardy; and 

"Whereas, however wllling municipalities 
or other local organizations might be to bear 
the expense of operating the control towers, 
they could by no amount of cooper~tion 
within their legal powers provide the uni
formity essential to such controls, serving as 
they do on air commerce so extensive that 
only an agency national in scope can pro
vide the centralization of control and super
vision es~ential to safety; and • 

"Whereas many cities are now spending 
millions of dollars in modernizing airports · 
for safety and convenience, the Federal Gov
ernment should not defeat these programs 
by withdrawing from them the essential serv
ice of a standardized and uniform operation 
of air-traffic-control towers at these airports: 
Now, therefore, be it· 

"Resolved by the Senate and Asse1Ttbly of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Congress of the United States is hereby re
spectfully memorialized and petitioned to 
appropriate moneys which will insure the 
continued Federal operation of air-control 
towers at municipal airports; and be it 
further · 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the sen
ate is directed to transmit immediately 
copies of this resolution to the President of 
the United States, to the President pro tem
pore of the Senate, to the Speaker of the 
House_ of Representatives, to the chairman of 
the House Appropriations Committee, and 
to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States." 

The memorial of Mrs. W. · H. Rogers, of 
Fallbrook, Calif., remonstrating against the 
enactment of legislation to provide universal 
military training; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

A petition of the members of t:Pe Safety 
Harbor (Fla.) Townsend Club, No. 1, praying 
for the enactment of the so-called Townsend 
plan to provide old-age assistance; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

The petition of John J. Spriggs, of Lander, 
Wyo., praying for the enactment of legisla
tion to reduce the court costs on appeal in 
both the circuit court of appeals and the 
Supreme Court of the United States to the 
point where citizens of limited financial 
means can exercise the right of appeal to 
such courts; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
A petition signed by 75 citizens of Con

cordia, Kans., praying for the enactment of 
Senate bill 265, to prohibit the transportation 
of alcoholic-beverage advertising in inter
state commerce; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McCLELLAN: 
A resolution adopted by the Bar Association 

of Arkansas in annual meeting at Little Rock, 
Ark., favoring the enactment of the bill (H. R. 
1639) to amend the Employers' Liability Act 
so as to limit venue in actions brought tn 
United States district courts or in State 
courts under such act; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST LIQUOR 
ADVERTISING 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
present a petition signed by 42 citizens of 
Amherst, Va., and vicinity, praying for 
the enactment of Senate bill 265, to pro .. 
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hibit the transportation of alcoholic-bev
erage advertising in interstate commerce. 
I request that the petition be appropri
ately referred. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the petition presented by 
the Senator from Virginia will be re
ceived, and referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

. The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

H. R. 2237. A bill to correct an t.>rror in sec
tion 342 (b) (8) of the Nationality Act of 
1940, as amended; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 207). 

By Mr. ECTON, from the Committee on
Public Lands: 

S. 753. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to defer the collection of certain 
irrigation construction charges against lands 
under the Flathead Indian irrigation project: 
without amendment (Rept. No. ·206). 

REPORTS ON DISPOSITION . OF 
EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

Mr. LANGER, from the Joint Select 
Committee on the Disposition of Execu
tive Papers, to which were referred for 
examination and recommendation two 
lists of records transmitted to the Senate 
by the Archivist of the United States 
that appeared to have no permanent 
value or historical interest, submitted-re
ports thereon pursuant to law. 
EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COMMITI'EE 

As in executive session, 
The followL'I'lg favorable report of a 

nomination was submitted: 
By Mr. TOBEY, from the Committee 

on Banking and Currency: 
Edmond M. Hanrahan,, of New York, to be 

a member of the Securities and Exchange 
Commission for the term expiring June 5, 
1952. (Reappointment.) 

ADDITIONAL REPORT OF JOINT COM
MITTEE ON REDUCTION OF NONESSEN
TIAL EXPENDITURES RELATING· TO 
FEDERAL PERSONNEL 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to present an addi
tional report froni the Joint Committee 
on Reduction of Nonessential Federal 
Expenditures with respect to the per
sonnel of the Federal Government in 
April 1947 and request that it be printed 
in the RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
ADDITIONAL REPORT OF THE JOINT COMMIT• 

TEE ON REDUc;TION or NONESSENTIAL FED
ERAL EXPENDITURES, CONGRESS OF THE 
UNITED STATES, PURSUANT TO SECTION. 601 
OF THE REvENUE ACT OF 1941, ON FEDERAL 
PERSONNEL, MARcH-APRIL 1947 

FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH, 
APRIL 1947, AND COMPARISON WITH MARCH 
1947 

(All figures compiled from reports submit
ted by the heads of Federal establishments 
or their authorized representatives) 
According to monthly personnel reports 

submitted to the Joint Comm~t~e : on Re
duction of Nonessential ~ederar Expendi
tures Federal personnel within the United 
States during the month of April decreased 
16,834 from a total of ·1,949,745 in March to 
1,932,911 ln April. Excluding War and 
Navy Departments, -personnel decreased 792 

from the March total of 1,216,993 to the 
April total of 1,216,201. The War Depart
ment within the continental United States 
decreased 12,809 from the March total of 
412,766 to the April total of 399,957. The 
Navy Department within the United States 
decreased 3,233 from- the March figure of 
319,986 to the April figure of 316,753. (See 
table I.) 

Outside the continental United States, 
Federal personnel decreased 11,059 from the 
March total' of 282,398 to the April total 
of 271,339. The majority of these were in
dustrial workers. (See tables II and IV.) 
Exclusive of . War and Navy Departments, 
there was a decrease of 868 from the March 
figure of 56,486 to the April figure of 55,618. 

The consolidated table, presenting data 
with respect to personnel inside and outside 
the continental United States, shows a total 
decrease of 27 ,E93 from the March total of 
2,232,143 to the April total of 2,204,250. 
Excluding War and Navy Departments' re
ductions of 26,233, there was a decrease of 
1,660 employees in the executive branch of 
the Federal Government from the March 
figure of 1,273,479 to the April figure of 
1,271,819. (See table nr.) 

Industrial employment during the month 
of April decreased 7,439 from the March total 
of 610,503 to the April total of 603,064. 
The War Department figures for employ-. 
ment outside the United States are unavall
able for the month of April. War Depart
ment reductions inside the United States 
totaled 817. The term "industrial employ
ees" as used by the committee refers to 
unskilled, semiskilled, skilled, and super
visory employees paid by the ·Federal Gov
ernment, who are working on construction 
projects, such as airfields and roads, and ln 
shipyards and arsenals. It does not include 
maintenance and custodial employees. (See 
table IV.) 

TABLE I.-Federal personnel inside continen
tal United States employed by executive 
agencies during April1941, and compartson 
with March 1947 

Increase 
Departments or agencies March April d~"t>e~~e 

(-) 
---------1----------
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

(EXCEPT WAR AND NAVY 
DEPARTMENTS l 

Agriculture Department ___ 78,116 83,121 +5,005 
Commerce Department __ 35,343 35,181 -162 
Interior Department _______ 45,981 46,865 +884 Justice Department _______ 24,127 24,294 +167 
Labor Department. ------ 7,379 6,802 -577 
Post Office Department •• 460,260 466,166 +5,906 
State Department -------- . 8, 285 8, 2Zl -58 
Treasury Department ---- 103,004 101,490 -1,514 

EMERGENCY WAR 
AGENCIES 

Office of Defense Trans-

oN?rfeta~?n scieiiiillc--liii--
93 98 +5 

search and Development. 110 107 -3 
Selective Service.System __ 8,002 7;338 -1,164 

POSTWAR AGENCIES 

Council of Economic Ad-
visers ..• ---------------- 41 

Office of Government Re-
42 +1 

oJb.o~ts or ii:ousb:ii-Exiie: 145 141 -4 

<liter ____ ---------------- 1,5Zl 2,609 +1,082 
Office of Temporary Con-

trois: 
Office of War Mobili-

zation and Recon-
version. ------------ 116 103 -13 

Office of Price Admin-
istration. 

Civilian Priiciiictfoii-
12,675 9,204 -3,471 

Administration ______ _ 3,.ao 723 -2,757 
Philippine Alien Property 

Administration __________ 2 2 ---------
Price Decontrol Board ..•. 6 5 -1 
U. S. Atomic Energy 

+36 Commission .. ------ ---- 4,189 4,225 
War Assets Administra-

tion •• ------------------- 48,403 46,072 -2,331 

TABLE I.-Federal personnel inside continen
tal United States employed by executive 
agencies during April 1947, and comparison 
with March 1947--Continued 

Increase 
Departments or agencies March April d~"t)e~~e 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

American Battle Monu-
ments Commission _____ _ 

Bureau of the Budget. ___ _ 
Civil Aeronautics Board ... 
Civil Service Commission. 
Export-Import Bank of 

Washington ________ ____ _ 
Federal Communications Commission ____________ _ 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation _________ ___ _ 
Federal Power Commis-

sion . ______ . .. ------------
FedPral Security Agency __ 
Federal Trade Commis-

sion. __ ------------------
Fedcr::tl Works Agency ___ _ 
General Accounting Office_ 
Government Printing Of-
-ftce _____________________ _ 
Interst~t~ Commerce Commtsswn ____________ _ 
Maritime Commission ____ _ 
Nat.ional Advisory Com

mittre for Aeronautics ... 
National Arrhives ________ _ 
National Capital Housing 

Authority--------------
National Capital _Parle 

and Planning Commis-
sion._-------------------

National Gallery of Art __ _ 
National Housing Agency_ 
National Labor Relations 

Board _____ --------------
National Mediation Board. 
Panama Can'lL __________ _ 
Railroad Retirement 

Board ______ -------------
Reconstruction Finance 

Corporation. ___________ _ 
Securities and Exchange Commission ____________ _ 
Smithsonian Institution ••• 
Tariff Commission _______ _ 
Tax Court of the United 

States.-------------·---
Tennessee Valley Au-

thority_------------ ____ _ 
Veterans' Administration. 

Total, excluding 

(-) 

3 3 ---------
610 605 -5 
526 530 +4 

1!, 533 ?, 505 -28 

116 

1,333 

1,1!18 

776 
32,569 

591 
24,637 
10,944 

7, 973 

2,288 
11,~1 

118 

1,313 

J, 1tl0 

775 
32,878 

587 
24,618 
10,895 

7,932 

2,280 
10,700 

+2 

-20 

-s 
-1 

+309 

-4 
-19 
-49 

-41 

-8 
-291 

5, 6.'30 5, 833 +203 
396 396 ---------

284 

18 
308 

15,623 

850 
103 
526 

2, 791 

7,964 

1,190 
504 
229 

121 

281 -3 

18 ---------306 -2 
15,311 -312 

837 -13 
106 +3 
529 +a 

2, 767 

7, 782 

1,186 
509 
228 

123 

-24 

-182 

-4 
+5 
-1 

+2 

13,609 13,884 +Z15 
226, 895 225, 281 -1, 614 

War and Navy {-14 684 
Departments ______ 1, 216, 993 1, 216, 201 + 13; 892 

Net decrease, ex
Cluding War and 
Navy Depart-
ments.------------ --------- --------- -792 

WAR AND NAVY DEPART· 
KENTS 

Navy Department._.----- 319, 986 316, 753 -3, 233 
War Department__________ 412,766 399,957 -12,809 

TotRl, including 
War and Navy {-30 726 Departments ______ I, 949, 745 1, 932, 911 + 13; 892 

Net decrease, in· 
eluding War and 
Navy Depart· 
ments _____________ --------- --------- -16,834 

TABLE !I.-Federal personnel outside conti
nental United States employed by executive 
agencies during April1941, and compariSon 
with March 1947 

Departments or agencies March 
Increase 

April d~"t)e~e 
(-) 

---------·1---------
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 

(EXCEPT WAR AND NAVY 
- DEPARTWENTS) 

Agriculture Department ••• 
Commerce Department __ _ 
Interior Department •• ~-~-
Justice Department ______ _ 
Labor Department. ______ _ 
Post Office Department. •• State Department ________ _ 
Treasury Department. •••• 

- 1,323 
2,585 
4,435 

489 
103 

1,417 
13,835 

742 

1,330 +7 
2,853 +268 
4,605 +170 

442 -47 
101 -2 

1,4Zl +IO 
13,670 -165 

742 ---------
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TABLE !!-Continued 

Departments or agencies March April 

EMERGENCY WAR 
AGENCIES 

Selective Service System __ 

POSTWAR AGENCIES 

Office of Housing Expe-
diter __ __________________ _ 

Offi.C(' of Temporary Con
. trois: 

OtiiC(' of Price Admin-
istration ____________ _ 

Civilian Production 
Administration .• ___ . 

Philiprinc Alien Property 
Administration __ ._.· ... _. 

War Assets ·Administra· 
. tion ...... ~---------~----

lNDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

American Battle Monu-

84 

50 

IS 

69 

463 

- 80 

12 

32 

83 

468 

Increase 
(+) cr 

decrease 
(-) 

-4 

-18 

-17 

+14 

+5 

m"Elnts Commission______ 77 90 .+13 
Civil Aeronautics Board... 12 13 +I 
Civil Service Commission. 5 5 -·--·--.--
Export-Import Bank ·'of 

Washington_____________ 2 -1 
Federal Communications 

F~~~j~S:~~~ih:n:~~r~~~- 37 ~6 -
1 

Corporation __ ·___________ 3 .3 ---- ~ ---- · 
Federal Sccu'rity A~en.'cy.. 827 852 +25 
Federal Works Agency____ 329 320 -9· 
Maritime Commission..... 338 333 -5. 
National Rousing A~~;ency. 50 48 -:-2 
National Labor Relations 
. Board· _____ . ______ : __ ... ____ 4 2 -2 
Panama CariaL .•• :....... 27, 25b 26,123 -1,132 
Reconstruction Finance 

Qorporation............. S6 110 +14 · 
Smithsonian.Institution... 8 8 -------~ - · 

- Veterans' •Administrat!on~. ~ 1, 8~ __ 1_,_828_ ---~ -

. Total, excluding 
War · ·and Navy · 

· Depar~ments:_ 7 ___ 56,486 -55, 618 { --~~~~ 
Net decrease, . ex

cluding War and 
Nav'y Depart· 
ments .•.•.••• : ..•• --------- ---------

Navy Department •.•••••. '52,138 '5S,564 
War Department.. ••• ~-~-- IJ_73,-774 ·: 162.157 

-868 
+1,426 

-11,617 

~ Total, · tncludi~g , ---------
. War and N·aVy 

Departments _____ _ 282, -398 271 33~ {-i 3, 022 
' _+1,963 

Net decrease, in
cludirig War -and 
Navy Depart- . 
ments. --·- i --~---- -;-~·-:-- ~ ··:···---- -;-11, 059 

1 Figures as·or ·Feb·. 28, 1947. 
'Figures as of ~1\r. 31, 1947. 

- •· 

TABLE !!I.-Consolidated table ~I Federal per
sonnel inside and outside' continental 
United States employed· by the executive 
agencies during April1947, and comparison 
with March 1947 

Departments or agencies March April 
Increase 

<+>or 
decrease 

(-) ____ ,;.;:__ __ ~..;...;;...., ___ ------
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT~ 

· (EXCEPT WAR AND NAVY 
DEPARTMENTS) 

Agriculture Department .•. 79,439 84,451 +5,012 
Commerce Department. __ 37,928 38,034 +106 
Interior Department •••••. 50,416 51,470 +1,054 
Justice Department..----- 24,616 24,736 +120 Labor Dep:utment ________ 7,482 6,903 -579 
Post Office Department. •• 461,677 467,593 +5,916 State Department _________ 22,120 21,897 -223 
Treasury Department .•••• 103,746 102,232 -1,514 

EMERGENCY WAR 
AGENCIES 

Office of Defense Trans-
portation ................ 

Office of Scientific Re-
93 98 +5 

.search and Development. 110 107 -3 
Selective Service System •• 8,586 7,418 -1,168 

POSTWAR AGENCIES 
Council of Economic Ad-

+i visers •••••••• ~.: ••••••••• '1 42 

TABLE III-Continued 

Departments or agencies March April 
· Increase 

(+)or 
decrease 

(-) 

---------·1---------
FOSTW AR AGENCIES-COn. 

Office of Government Re-
ports ..... ·----- ---------- 145 141 -4 

Office of Housing Expe-
diter .. ·-----------~----- l,li30 2,621 +1,091 

Office of Temporary Con-
trols: 

Office of War Mohili· 
zation and Recon-
version·______________ 116 103 -13 

Office o! Price Admin· 
istration - ----~---,--- 12,725 9,236 -3,489 

Civilian Production 
Arlministmtion...... 3,498 72-1 -2,774 

Philippine Alien Property 
Administration__________ 71 85 +14 

Price Decontrol Board..... · 6 5 " -1 
U. ::i. Atomic Energy Com-
. mission __________________ 4,189 4, 225 +~6 

War Assets Administra-
tion •• ------·-· r···.------ 48; 866 46,540 -2,326 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

American Battle Monu· 
,ments Commission .•..•. 

Bureau of the Budget._ .•. 
Civil Aeronautics Board . .. 
Civil Service Commission'. 
Export-Import · Bank of WashingtoJl ______ _. _____ _ 
Federal Com~unications 
· commission._' ____ . ______ _ 

Fedet:al Dep.osit Insurance 

Ii~~~~r'#~~e·r-·coiiiriifs~- · 
sion. _ -------------------

Federal Security Agency .. 
Federal Trade Commis· 

.si;m : --- - -- ~ --------:_ ____ _ 
Federal W ot:ks Agency_._ 
General Accounting Office. 
G-overnment Printing 

Office. ___ .--------------
Interstat'e Commerce 

Commission. ______ _____ _ 
Maritime Commission ..•.. 
N'ational Advisory Com
. mittee for Aeronautics .• 

National Archives ........• 
National Capital Housing 

Authority_--------------
National Capital Park and 

Planning Commiss\on •.. 
N"ational Galle~ry of Art--
National Ho1,1slng Agency. 
National Labor Relations Board _________ _________ _ 
National Mediation Board 
Pan!\ma CanaL~: •.. ·---~-
Railroad Retirement 

Board ____ .------ ......• , 
Reconstruction Finance 

Corporation .. ----- __ ._ .. 
Securities and Exchange 
· Commission .....•....••• 

Smithsonian Institution ... 
Tariff Commission _______ _ 
Tax Court of the United 
· States.-----------------

Tennessee Valley Au· 
thority _ ..•. ' .. -------- ... 

Veterans' Administration. 

Total, excluding 

80 
611) 
538 

3, 538 
118 . 

1,370 

1;191 

776 
I 33,396 

93 
605 
543 

3, 510 
119 

1, 349 

1,183 

775 ' 
33,730 

+13 
-5 
+5 

-28 
, +1· 

• 591 587 . -4 
2~, 966 u, 938 -28 
10, 944 ' 10;895 ·-4~ 

7, ~73 7. 932 -41 

2, 288 2, 280 -8 
11,419 11,123 -200 

5, 630 . 5, 833 +203 
396 396 

284 

18 
308 

15,673 

854 
103 

27,781 

2, 791 

8,060 

1,190 
512 
229 

121 

13,609 
228,722 

281 -3 

35~ ---·-_::2 
15, 359 -3~4 . 

839 . 
106 

26,652 

2, 767 

7,892 

1,186 
517 
228 

123 

13,884 
227,109 

-15 
+3 

-1,129 

-24 

-168 

-4. 
+5 
-1 

+2 

+275 
-1,613 

War and Navy {-15 856 
Departments ....•. 1, 273,479 1, 271,819 + 14; 196 

Net decrease, exclud-
ing War and Navy 
Departments ....•. -······-- ••••••••• -1,660 

WAR AND MAVY DEPART· 
MENTS 

NavyDepartment .••.••• -. 372,124 370,317 -1,807 
War Department: 

Inside continental 
UnitedStates ....... 412,766 399,957 -12,809 

Outside continental 
United States ••.•••. 1173,774 2162,157 -11,617 

Total, including 
War · and Navy {-42 089 
Departments ••..•. 2, 232, 143 2, 204,250 + 14; 196 

Net decrease, in· 
cluding War and 
Navy Depart-
ments............. ••••••••• •••••••• -27,893 

t Figures as of Feb. 28, 1947. 
2 Figures as of Mar. 31, 1947. 

TABLE IV.-Industrial employees 1 of the Fed
eral Government inside and outside the 
continental United States, employed by 
executive agencies during April 1947, and 
comparison with MaTch 1947 

Increase 

Departments or agencies March April d~tfe~~e 
(-) ---------

.EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS 
(EXCEPT WAR AND NAVY· 
DEPARTII>!ENTS) 

Commerce Department ••• 
Interior Department_ ____ _ 
State Department. _______ _ 

· Treasury Department. •••. 
POSTWAR AGENClE!' 

U. S. Atomic Energy 
Commission. ___________ _ 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

1,183 
,5,623 

314 
5,402 

. 601 

1, 269 
6,671 

334 
4, 781 

593 . 

+86 
+1,004 

+20 
-621 

-s 

National Uousing Agency. 11 11 -------·-
Panama CanaL___________ 2,~92 2,292 -200 
Tenne81'ee Valley Author-
itY-------------------"-·~~ +224 

Total, excluding 
War and Navy 
Departments .. "-·· 22,204 22 709 { +I, 334 

' -829 
Net -increase, exclud

ing War and Navy 
Departments ..••.• ------= --- --------- +505 

Navy Department·---·-·-- 257,103 256,613 .-490 
War Department: · · -

· Inside · continental 
United_ States.-~-- = - 194,115 · 193, 298 -817 

Outside - continental 
United States . .: ______ 2137.081 3130,444 -6,637 

~ T.ot.al, in.cluding 
War and Navy - { -8,773 
Departments...... 610,503 603,064 +1, 334 

Net decrease, ·in- · 
· eluding . War and 
Navy ' be.part-
ments ; __ " _---- ~ - ; ~. -----~--- --------- - .7. 439 

I !ndnstrial employees include unskilled, semiskilled, 
and skilled, and supervisory employees on construction 
projec;ts; maintenance and custodial workers ·not in· 
eluded. 

'As of. Feb. 28, 1947. 
•As of Mar. 31,1947. 

' BiLLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read · the first 
time, and, by . unanimous consent, the 
~~cond- 'time, :and referred as 'follows: 

By Mr. MURR.AY: 
. S. 1351. A -bill to provide that bonds is

sued under the Armed Forces Leave Act of 
1946 shall_be negotiable, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee -on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WAGNER (for himself and Mr. 
· Mo:asE): 

S. 135~. A bill to. "declare certain rights of 
citizens of the United ' States, and for the 
better ass~rarice of the protection of such' 
citizens and other persons within the sev
eral States from mob violence and lynch· 
ing, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AIKEN: 
S. 1353. A bill to amend the Surplus Prop

erty Ac;t of 1944 . with reference to condem
nation powers of the Administrator; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Execu
tive Departments. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 
S. 1354. A bill to amend the act of June 

14, 1938, so as to authorize the Cairo Bridge 
Commission . to isliue its refundi~ng bonds 
for the purpose of refunding the outstand
ing bonds issued by the commission to pay 
the cost of a certain toll bridge at or near 
Cairo, Ilt; to the Committee on· Public Works. 

(Mr. COOPER introduced Senate bill 1355, 
to amend the Social Security Act to enable 
States to establish more adequate public-wel
fare programs, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance, 
and appears under a separate heading.) 

THE PUBLIC WELFARE ACT OF 1947 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous. consent-to introduce for ap-
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propriate reference a bill entitled "The 
Public Welfare Act of 1947." which would 
amend the Social -Security Act to enable 
the States to establish more adequate 
public-welfar~ programs. and which em
bodies the principle of variable grants. 

An identical bill was introduced in the 
House today. 

The bilf represents in the main the 
recommendations of those who. have been 
charged With the administration of pub
lic welfare in States and local subdivi
sions. 

At a later day I intend to make a state
ment in explanation of the objectives and 
provisions of the bill. · 

There- being no objection. the bill 
<S. 1355) to amend the Social Security 
Act to enable States to establish more 
adequate . public.-welfare programs. and 
for other purposes. ~ntroduced .by Mr. 
·CooPER, . was received. read twice by its 
title. and referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

REDUCTION OF INCOME TAX
AMENDMENT · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER submitted an 
amendment intended· to be proposed by 
him to tlie bill <H. R. 1) to reduce indi
vidual income-tax payments, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

NECESSITY FOR SOLVING HOUSING 
PROBLEM 

· Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, yester
:day I made a statement to the press, and 
I desire to read it here in the Senate. It 
is as follows: 

I desire to record my strong conviction that 
this Congress should not adjourn for the 
summer without taking effective action to
ward solving the housing problem. 

There are today thousands of people in 
Massachusetts alone who lack adequate hous
ing. There are many more in the Nation .. I 
sincerely believe that over a long period of 
time this imposes a strain on human rela
tions which is more than people should be 
requir~d to bear. . 

For government to try to solve this prob
lem is not extravagance. In a democratic 
country we simply cannot afford to have un
h appy people ·who, through no fault of their 
own, are existing under conditions which are 
below the American standard of living, which 
so many of them a little while ago were fight
ing to protect against foreign enemies. They 
ask a chance to earn a home where they can 
raise a family. They are entitled to that 
chance. 

We shall break faith with those who sent us 
here if we try to brush this problem aside 
and to treat it as 1f it did not exist. We 
must take prompt and effective action to pro
vide decent housing and a1; a cost within the 
reach of those who need it. 

JEFFERSON DAY ADDRESS BY HAROLD E. 
STASSEN 

[Mr. IDCKENLOOPER asked and obt_ained 
leave to have printed in the RECORD a Jeffer
son Day address delivered by Harold E. 
Stassen at the annual community celebration 
at Jefferson, Iowa, on May 21, 1947 .. which 
appears 1n the . Appendix.] 

AIR POWER IN THE NAVY-ARTICLE BY 
ANSEL' E. TALBI!:RT 

[Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina asked 
and obtained· leave to have printed in the 
RECoRD an artic~e - entitled "Navy .Making 
Radical Changes by Conversion to Air Power," 
by Ansel E. Talbert, from the New York Her
ald Tribune of April 27, 1947, which appears 
1n the AppendiX.] 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 3, RELATING 
TO HOUSING-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT (-H. _DOC. NO. 270) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate a message from the Pres
ident of the United States, which was 
read, and, with the accompanying paper, 
referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

(For President's message, see today's 
proceedings of the House of Representa
tives-on pp. 5868-5869.) 
REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL INCOME-TAX 

PAYMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 1) to reduce individual 
income-tax payments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on -agreeing to the . :first 
amendment 'reported by the committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. May we have the 
amendment stated, please? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following _Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
;Ball 
Barkley 
Bricker 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 

Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, s. C. 
Kem 
Kilgore 
Knowland 
Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas . 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Maybank· 
Millikin 
Moore 
Morse 
Murray 
~yers 

O'Dantel 
O'Mahoney 
Pepper 
Reed 
Revercomb 
R obertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Sparkman .. 
Stewart 
Taft , 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 

. Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] and the Senator from. Maine 
[Mr. B.REWSTER] are necessarily absent, 
and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MARTIN] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
M.cKELLARl is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O'CoNORJ is detained on public business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HoLLAND in the : chair). Eighty-nine 
Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. · 
COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 

SESSIONS 

Mr. MILLIKlN obtained the fioor. 
Mr. THYE. Mr . . President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. THYE. The chairman of the 

Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
the Senator. from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER}, 
has requested·me to ask unanimous con
sent that the Committee on Agriculture 

and Forestry, which is now meeting, may 
continue to be in session until 12 o'clock 
noon today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the order is made. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator ~eld? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. I ask unanimous con

sent that a subcommittee · of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary may sit this 
afternoon during the session of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I should like 
.to call attention at this point to the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD of yesterday, Monday, 
May 26, which is before us today.- The 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
JOHNSTON] just called my attention to 
the list of committee meetings for to
day, Tuesday, May 27, which appears in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Daily Digest 
for May 26. Following are the Senate 
committees meeting today: The Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, the 
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap
-propriations considering the Interior 
Department appropriation bill, the Com
-mittee on Armed Services, the Commit-
-tee on Banking and Currency, the Com-
mittee -on Civil Service, the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, a subcom
mittee of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, two subcommit
tees of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
the Committee on Public Lands, the 
Committee on Public Works, a subcom
mittee of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration, and a subcommittee of 
the Special Committee To Study Prob
lems of American Small Business. 

I think that is only a partial list, be
cause Mr. President, while nearly 30 
minutes were being consumed in calling 
the roll, I have talked with numerous 
Senators, who said they should be at
tending committee meetings. The Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] says he 
should be attending a meeting of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. The 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
should also be attending the meeting of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations and, 
I think, a meeting of the Committee on 
tlie Judiciary. 

Mr. WILEY. Meetings of two sub
committees of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator from 
Wisconsin calls attention to the fact that 
he should be present at the meetings of 
two subcommittees of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. The Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KNOWLANDJ, whom I see 
across the Chamber, and myself, are 
members of the subcommittee of the Ap
propriations Committee handling the In
terior Department appropriation bill, 
and should be present at the meeting of 
that committee-. 

Again, Mr. President, I call attention 
to the fact that the majority, which is 
conducting the procedure in the Senate, 
must bear the responsibility for having 
these committee meetings going on while 
the Senate is in session. I think there 
Will be no more important bill before the 
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Eightieth Congress than the bill to re
duce taxes. It is equally true that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and all the 
other committees are attending to very 
important matters. 

We started out under the Reorganiza
tion Act with the theory that the Senate 
would meet on alternate days for the 
consideration of public business, and 
that on the other days when·the Senate 
was not in session the committees would 
be in session. The purpose was to have 
full sessions of the Senate and full meet
ings of the respective committees. As a · 
result of the procedure which is now be
ing followed we are having full meetings 
of neither the committees, nor of the 
Senate, and the public business is certain 
to suffer as a · result. Sometimes Mem
bers of the Senate rush to committee 
meetings on which they have not pre
viously had the opportunity to be in at
tendance, because, forsooth, they may 
have been in attendance upon the ses
sions of the Senate, and when they come 
to the committee meetings they have 
only the faintest notion of the evidence 
which is being presented to the commit
tees. At the same time Members come 
from committee meetings to the floor of 
the Senate when the time comes to vote, 
and they are necessarily obliged to vote 
without knowledge of the debate which 
has previously taken place. I think it is 
important that there should be reve.aled 
to the public the fact that under the pro
cedure which is now being followed the 
majority party meets in caucus, decides 
what is to be done, and then blithely 
sheds the responsibility of listening to 
the debate. I think the practice of hav
ing committe.es meet during sessions · of 
the Senate is utterly wrong. 

Last night the majority leader asked 
that the Senate take a recess until 11 
o'clock this morning. For what pur
pose? To expedite the public business, 
perhaps. It has taken us half an hour 
to get a quorum. A moment ago the 
Presiding Officer announced that 49 Sen
ators having answered to their names, 
a quorum was present. Many of those 
Senators merely put their faces inside 
the door, caught the eye of the clerk 
calling the roll, and then retired to their 
committee meetings. But when the 
RECORD is printed tomorrow, the Presid
ing Officer will not be quoted as stating 
that 49 Senators are present; he will be 
quoted as saying that 84 or more Sena
tors are present, because the names of 
many Senators, whether they are in the 
Chamber or in committees, . will be 
printed as showing the presence of those 
Senators in response to the quorum call. 
I submit that that is not a program which 
should be followed. In order to em
phasize the point, on which I ·know the 
majority leader agrees, I am forced at 
this time to object to the unanimous
consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

Mr. WHI.TE. Mr. President, will ·the 
Senator from Colorado yield to me to 
say a brief word? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. With the general prin

ciples announced by the Senator from 
Wyoming I have· no controversy whatso..;. 
ever. But we are facing a condition and 

not ·a theory. I do not know what- the 
remedy is. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WHITE. Yesterday I · suggested 
that the Senator from Wyoming might 
with propriety, and possible benefit, sug;.. 
gest a modification of our rules which 
would help in time to solve the problem 
we confront. We are up against a mass . 
of work which seemingly requires a du
plication of presence of Members of the 
Senate in two different places at the same 
time. 

Committee work is essential. I agree 
that the work on the floor of the Senate 
is of the utmost importance. As the 
Senator says, under the reorganization 
bill we unde:rto.ok to hold sessions on 
alternate days, reserving Tuesday, 
Thursday, and Saturday for the com
mittees to carry on their work. How
ever, it was found that there was so 
.much delay in bringing legislation to the 
floor of the Senate that some other 
course had· t,o be adopted, at least tern- 1 

porarily. I do not like it any inore than 
does the Senator !rom Wyoming. But 
we must either continue that practice o·r 
adopt an alternative and object to all 
such requests. If the Senator can make 
any suggestiop which will help the situa
tion, and which is not a scolding of the 
majority leader, I will welcome the 
suggestion. 
. Mr. O'MAHONEY. I would not scold 

the majority leader. · · 
Mr. WHITE. I ·am sorry that the Sen

ator has seen :fit. to select this particular 
occasidn to object to a request of this 
character. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Colorado yield to me for a brief state-
ment? · 

Mr. MTILIKIN. For what purpose? 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

I wish to bring to the attention ·of the 
. Senate a possible way out of the situa
tion in which we now :find ourselves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado yield for that 
purpose? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. How long will the 
Senator require? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
About 2 minutes. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of SOUth Carolina. 

Mr. President, I am glad this matter 
has been brought to ·uie attention of the 
Senate. Only this morning in my com
mittee, the Committee on Civil Service, 
we sat for 30 or 40 minutes and did not 
get a quorum because Senators were in 
attendance upon other committees
subcommittees as well as joint com
mittees. Now we fin~. difficulty obtain
ing a quorum in the Senate. 

There is one thing we all know, and 
that is that we cannot have the Senate 
and the committees meeting at tl)e same 
time and have a quorum in both places. 
The calendar of the Committee on the 
Civil Service contains 75 or 100 ·bills. 
Recently we have not been able to ob
tain a quorum. · I do not know why, un
less it is because other committees are 
meeting at the same time. 

I suggest that the Senate not meet 
every day, giving one day to the com
mittees, so that they can report bills in 

order· that they may be placed on the 
Senate Calendar. They must get to the 
Senate Calendar if we mean to pass them. 
If we do . not, then under the present 
rules, which require Senators to be pres
ent in committee when a bill is reported, 
a sufficient number of Senators can re
main away from the committee to pre
vent any bill from being reported, and 
thereby the bill can be killed. As I ·see 
it, committees and the Senate ought not 
to meet at the same time. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield to me 
to make a response to the question which 
was asked me by the majority leader? 

Mr. MILL!~. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Sllnator from 

Maine asked· me what -suggestion I had 
to ·solve this difficulty. The first s·ug- · 
gestion I would make is that the majority 
leader should not ask the Senate to meet 
in regular session before noon, so that 
at least the mornings could be given up 
to the committees, with the knowledge 

· on the part of committee members that 
they would not' be called to the floor, or. 
that there wouid not be discussed on the 
floor matters to ·which they would be re
quired to give their . attention. 
· My second suggestion is the one which 
I made 3 or 4 days ago when this ques
tion was under discussion, and that is 
that the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration should recommend a rule 
with respect to germaneness. Under a 
rule . of germaneness, for example, it 
would not be possible for me now to be 
discussing the rules of the Senate rather 
than the tax bill. I say to .the Senater 
quite frankly that in my judgment such 
a rule should be adopted. 

The fundamental difficulty, however, 
is that there has been concentrated in 
Washington so much of the business of 
the country because there has been con
centrated in the hands of great indus
trial units so much of the economy of 
the country, that it is utterly impossible 
for us t<> do the business we a.re re9uired 
to do. The system is breaking down 
under that burden. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. I agree with the diag

nosis made by the Senator from Wyo
ming as to our troubles. Basically our 
trouble is just what the Senator from 
Wyoming has said-a mass of work that 
we are physically unable to do. 

I see no solution of the problem until 
the people of the country stop looking 
to Washington for guidance and comfort 
in their social, economic, financial, agri
cultur~l. and political life. So long as 
the people of the country turn to Wash
ington day in and day out, month after 
month, and year after year, for the solu
tion of all the problems of life, we shall 
never have a happy situation in the legis
lative body. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY . . If I may interrupt 
at that point, the reason why they turn 
to Washington for the solution of aU 
their problems is that, because of the 
expanded power 'of our concentrated 
economic units, the States and the locali
ties have lost the power to protect the 
public interest, and only here can it be 
protected. . 

Mr. WHITE. I agree with the state
ment of the Senator from Wyoming. 
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As a matter of fact, for the purpose of 
clarity and accuracy in the REcoRD, let 
me say· that I did not myself make the 
request yesterday for a recess until 11 
o'clock today. I knew the ·request .was 
to be made, but I do not assume respon
sibility for making it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am glad to be 
corrected on that point. 

Mr. WHITE. I do not like these· 11 
o'clock sessions of the Senate under all 
ordinary circumstances. One reason for 
the motion made last night was the hope 
that we might conclude the tax bill on 
either Wednesday or Thursday, and that 
we might then recess, ot adjourn over, 
as the case might be, until Monday. I 
will say· now, and give notice, that 1f 
the pending legislation is disposed of by 
Thursday night the motion will be made 
to go over until Monday.. I give that 
notice so that all Members may be ad
vised thereof. If the legislation is not 
disposed of, that is something else, and 
we will have to decide ' later with refer
ence to it. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, in 
view· of the fact that the Senator from· 
Maine has graciously acknowledged the 
existence· of this problem and has ex
pressed a -general agreement with the 
point of view which the Senator from 
Wyoming has expressed, and.in the hope 
that as majority leader he will be · able 
to induce the majority to take some ac
tion to correct the situation, I shall be 
agreeable and shall withdraw my objec
tion to his request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further objection to tbe request of 
the Senator from Maine? The Chaii 
hears none, and it is so qrdered.' · · 

Mr. WHITE. May I express my appre
ciation to the Seq.ator from Wyoming. 
He is always generous and always gra
cious. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 

listened with a good deal of interest and 
profit to the-discussion, but I see noth
ing unusual in the situation as compared 
with what has obtained in the years that 
I have been here. I know .that when 
men who want to work are given an op
portunity to work, whether it be on the 
floor of the Senate or in committee, they 
are the workers who will do the job. 
That is the situation as we find it at . 
this time. 

I heard some reference made to a com
·mittee which has before it a hundred 
bills. My committee has nearly 600 bills. 
The only thing I can do is to help the 
committee work at committee meetings. 

I now ask unanimous consent, ·Mr. 
President, that tomorrow afternoon . a 
'subcommittee of the Committee on For
eJgn Relations be permitted to hold a 
session. I do not know whether the rule 
·applies to subcommittees, but I have 
been told that it might. It certainly ap- ' 
'plies to committees. So I ask unanimous 
consent that a subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations may hold 
meetings to consider the matter of the 
St. Lawrence waterway. 

The PRtESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the order is made. 

Mr. ·REVERCOMB; Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Constitutional Amendments of 
the Committee on the Judiciary be per
mitted to meet this afternoon at 2 o'clock. 

The PRESIDING OFICER. Without 
objection, the order is made. 
REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX 

PAYMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 1) to reduce individual 
incoine-tax payments. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, may 
we have the first committee amendment 
stated? · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first 
committee amendment will be stated. 

The first amendment of the Commit
tee on Finance was, on page 1, after line 
4, to strike out section 2, as follows: 

SEC. 2. Reduction in normal tax and· surtax 
on individuals. 

(a) Reduction in normal tax on tndivid
·Uals: Section 11 of the Internal Revenue 
Code (relating to the normal tax on indi
viduals) is hereby amended by striking out 
"5 p'ercent" and inserting in lieu thereof "24 
percent", and by adding at the end, of such 
section a new sentence to read as follows: 
"If aggregate of tentative normal tax and 
tentative surtax 1s not more than $279.17, 
see section 12 (i), and 1f more -than $250,000, 
see section 12 (g)." 

(b) Reduction in surtax on individuals: 
Section 12 (b) of the Internal Revenue COde 
(relating to the rate of surtax on individ
uals) is hereby amended by striking out 
"5 percent" and inserting in lleu thereof 
"24 percent." 

(c) Tentative tax 'more.than $250,000: Sec
tion 12 (g) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(relating- to tax on large incomes) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

"(g) Tentative tax more than $250,000: If 
the aggregate of the tentative normal tax 
under section 11 and the tentative surtax 
under subsection (b) of this section is more 
than $250,000, the combined ·normal tax and 
surtax shall not be less than such aggregate 
reduced by the sum of (1) 24 percent of the 
first $250,000 thereof plus (2) 15 percent of 
the amount .thereof in excess of $250,ooo·, but 
in -no event shall the combined normal tax 
and surtax exceed 76~ percent of the net 
income of the taxpayer for the taxable year. 
In the application of this subsection, the 
combined normal tax and surtax shall be 
computed without regard to the credits pro
vided in sections 31, 32, and 35." 

(d) Tentative tax not more than $27-9.17: 
Section 12 of the Internal Revenue Code is 
hereby amended by adding at the end thereof 
a new subsection to read as follows: 

"(i) Tentative tax not more than $279.17.
"(1) If the aggregate of the tentative nor

mal tax under section 11 and the tentative 
surtax under subsection (b) of this section 
is not more than $200, the combined normal 
tax and surtax shall not be greater );han such 
aggregate reduced by 33~ percent thereof. 

"(2) If the' aggregate of the tentative nor
mal tax under section 11 and the tentative 
surtax under subsection (b) of this section 
is more than $200 but not more than $279.17, 
the combined normal tax and surtax shall 
not be greater than such aggregate reduced · 
by $67. 

"(3) In the application of this subsection, 
the combined normal tax and surtax shall be 
computed without regard to the credits pro
vided in sections 81, 82, and 35." 

(e) Taxable years to which applicable: 
The amendments made by this section· shall 
be applicable to taxable years beglnnlng after 
December 31, 1946. For treatment of tax
able years beginning in 1946 and ending 1n 
1947, see section 6. 

And in lieu thereof to insert the fol
lowing: 

SEC. 2. Reduction in normal tax and sur
tax on individuals. 

(a) Reduction in normai tax on individ
uals: Section 11 of the Internal . Revenue 
Code (relating to the normal tax on indi
viduals) is hereby amended to read as fol
lows: 

"SEC. 11. Normal tax on individuals. 
"There shall be levied, collected, and paid 

for each taxable year upon the net income 
of every individual a normal' tax determined 
by computing a tentative normal tax of 3 
percent of the amount of the net income in 
excess of the credits against net income 
provided in section 25, and by reducing such 
tentative normal tax as provided in section 
12 (g). For alt~rnative tax which may be 
elected if adjusted gross -income is less than 
$~.000, see Supplement T." 

(b) Reduction in surtax oil individuals: 
Section 12 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(relating to the rate of surtax on individ
uals) is hereby amended '6y striking out 
"by 5 percent thereof" and inserting in lleu 
thereof "as ,provided in subsection (g) of 
this section." 
· (c) Reduction of tentative normal tax 
and tentative surtax: Section 12 (g) of the 
Internal Revenue Code 1s hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

"(g) Reduction oi tentative normal tax 
and tentative surtax.-

"(1) In the case of taxable years ·begin
ning after December 81, 1947, the combined 
nol"mal tax· and surtax under section 11 and 
subsection (b) of this section shall be the 
aggregate of the tentative normal tax and 
tentative surtax, reduced as follows: 

If the aggregate is: 
Not over $200 _____ _ 

Over •200 but not 
over $279.17. 

Over $279.17 but not 
over $50,000. 

Over $50,000 but not 
over $250,000. 

Over $250,000 _____ _ 

The reduction shall 
be: 

33 ~ percent of the 
aggregate. 

$67. 

24 percent of the 
aggregate. 

$12,000, plus 19~ 
percent of excess 
over $50,000. 

$50,500, plus 15 per
cent of excess over 
$250,000. 

In no event shall the combined normal tax 
and surtax exceed 76~ percent of the net 
income of the taxpayer for the ~axable year. 

"(2) In the case of taxable years beginning 
in 1947, the combined normal tax and sur
tax under section 11 and subsection (b) of 
this section shall be the aggregate ol the 
tentative normal tax and tentative surtax, 
reduced as follows: 

If the aggregate is: 
N;ot over $200 _____ _ 

Over $200 but not 
over $265.52 . 

Over $265.52 but not 
over $50,000. 

Over $50,000 but not 
over $250,000. 

Over $250,000 _____ _ 

The reduction shall 
be: 

19 ~ percent of the 
aggregate. 

$38.50. 

14~ percent of the. 
aggregate. 

$7,250 plus 12 per
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$31,250 plus 10 per
cent of excess over 
$250,000. 

In no event shall the combined normal tax 
and surtax exceed 81 percent of the net 
income of the taxpayer for the taxable year. 

"(3) Whenever it is necessary to ascer
tain the normal tax and the surtax 
separately, the surtax shall be an amount 
which 1s the same proportion of the com
bined normal tax and surtax as the tenta
tive surtax is of the aggregate of the 
tentative normal tax and tentative surtax; 
and the normal tax shall be the remainder 
of such combined normal tax and surtax. 
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"(4) In the application of this subsec

tion, the comhined normal tax and surtax 
shall be computed without regard to the 
credits provided in sections 31, 32, and 35." 

of this subsection upon an amount equal 
to one-half of such aggregate surtax net 
income; 

"(B) · by multiplying the tentative SJ.Irtax 
ascertained under subparagraph (A) by two; 
and 

·"(C) by reducing the amount ascertained 
under subparagraph (B) by 24 percent 
thereof. 

(d) Taxable years to which _appli
cable: The amendments made by this sec
tion shall be applicable with respect to 
taxable years beginning after December 
31, 1946. For treatment of taxable years 
beginning in 1946 and endiJ:~g in 1947, or 
beginning in 1947 and ending in 1948, see 
section 6. 

"(3) Surtax table: The table "'eferred to 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) is as follows:". 

(e) Standard deduction: Section 23. (a.a) 
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code (relating 

Mr. McCLELLAN. M.r. President- to the optional standard deduction for in
The PRESIDING OFFICER. . Does dividuals) is amended to read as follows: 

the Senator .from Colorado yield to ·the "(1) Allowance~ In the case of an indi-
Senator frem · _Arkansas? vidual at his election, a standard deduction 

M Mll..LIKiN I yield as foil~ws: - ... 
: Mrr .. McCLE. LLAN. • Mr.· · Pre.sident, 1 · .. (.A) Separate return with adjusted gross 

income $5,000 or more: Except in the case of 
want to offer an amendment to the a joint ret~rn by husband and wife, if the 
committee -am~ndment · at - this , point. -adjusted gross income is •!).000 or more, the 
If the Senator from Colorado wJshes standard deduction shall be $500. 
to speak now; · I -· sh~ill. of course, with-· "(B) Joint ret~x:n with adjusted gross in
hold my amend~ent, but I wanted to come $5,000 or more: In the case of a j()i:l:lt 

d return by husband and · wife under section 
ot{er it befor-e· the committee amen - 51, if the aggregate adjusted gross income of 
ment is agreed to. . the husband and wife is $5,000 or more, the 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I believe it would standard deduction shall be $1,000. or an 
be . best·, Mr. ··President-,. if ~he S~na.tor amount equf!.l to 10 percent of such aggregate 
w~te to offer his amend~ent and: pro- adjusted ~ro&s . incom~. , whichever is the · 
ceed with·. his. ·:own . remarks ··on itf .and lesser. . ' . . · · . 
Perhaps I could then proceed -with · the _:_ "(Q.) ~qjus~d gross !ilcoft?.e less tl~~l?- : 

' $1),000; If .the adjus1!ed gr~ income ls less 
ether amendments in 'the bill and •have I than $5

1
{)00, the 'standard · ~edil<;:tion Shall 00' 

them -dispos~d .-Of. - . . an- ainQunt· equal to_- 10 .p:eree_nt _of ·the ad-
Mr. McCLELLAN. I am · perfectly justed.gross .income upon: the b,asis ·or which· 

w.iUing ·to defer my: remarks until ·the the tax applicable to the. adjusted' gross In- ' 
Senator· lms · concluded with · other rome of the ta~p-ayer 1s· · d.etermiried under 
amendments he would like to have,agreeq the tax table provided in Section .400." 
to, but I do .not want to lose the ri.ght Mr. ·McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a 
to offer the amendment. . parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. On further consid- The PRESIDING OFFICER: The 
eration I believe it would be better for Senator will state it. 
the Senator to offer his amendment and Mr. McCLELLAN. · As I uriderstand, 
make his explanation, and then the Sen- the amendment I have just offered to 
ate can pass on to the other committee the committee amendment is the pend-
amendments. ing question. -

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un
offer the amendment whi·ch I have pre~ derstanding of the Senator from. Ar
viou.sly submitted and which is on the kansas is correct. . The question is- on 
desk. ag-reeing to the amendment offered · by 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it an the Senator from Arkansas to the com
amendment to the pending am~ndment? mittee amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is an amend- . Mr. MILLIKIN. · Mr. President, I ask 
ment to the pending amendm~nt by add- unanimous consent that the S~nate pro
lng additional. language at the end of ceed with the other committee amend
line 19 on page 6. · . · ments, without .Prejudice to the amepd-
. The PRESIDING ·OFFICER. The ment of the .Senator from ·:At-kansas to 

Clerk will state the amendment to the the first committee amendment. 
committee amendment. The PRESIDING.OFFICER. Is there 

The CmEF CLERK. In the commit- objection? 
tee amendment on page 6, after line Mr. McCLELLAN. I . have . no objec-
19, it is proposed to insert the follow- tion .. 
ing new ·section: The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
(b) Reduction in surtax on individuals Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr .. Presid. ent, may 

and establishment of new. method for com-
putation of surtax in case of joint returns: the next committee amendment be 
So much of section 12 (b) of the Intem-al stated now? 
Revenue Code (relating to the rates of sur- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sec
tax) as precedes the table therein is hereby ond committee amendment will be stated. 
amended to-read as follows: Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, has the 

"(b) Computation of ·surtax.- t be d 
"(1) Separate return: Except in the case first committee amendmen en agree 

of a joint return by husband and wife, to? 
there sh-all be levied, collected, and paid Mr. MILLIKIN. No, Mr. President; 
tor each taxable year upon the surtax net we are passing over that amendment, 
income of every individual a surtax deter- without prejudice to the amendment 
mined by computing a tentative surtax . which the Senator from Arkansas has 
under the table set forth ~n paragraph (3) offered to it. 
of this -subsection, and by reducing such 
tentative surtax by 24 percent thereof. The PRESIDING .OFFICER. The 

"(2) Joint return: In the case of a joint next amendment of the committee will 
return by husband and wife under section be stated. 
51, there shall· be levied, collected, and paid ·The next amendment was, in section 3, 
for each taxable year upon the aggregate on page 7, after line 2, to strike out: 
surtax net income of the husband and wife 
a surtax determined- (a) In general: The t'ax table in section. 400 

"(A) by computing a tentative surtax of the Internal Revenue· Code (relating to 
under the table set forth in paragraph (3) optional tax on individuals with adjusted 

gross incomes of less than $5,000) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 
{"Individuals with adjusted gross incomes of 

less than $5,000-] 

And in lieu thereof, to insert the fol
lowing: 

(a) In general: Section 400 of the Internal 
nevenue Code (relating to optional tax on 
individuals with adjusted gross incomes of 

· less than $5,000) is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 
"SEc. 4oo. Imposition of 'fax. 

"In lieu of the taxes imposed by sections 11 
and 12, there shall be levied, collected, and 
paid for each taxable year upon the net in
come of each individual whose adjusted gross 
income for ·such year is less than $5,000, and 
who has elected to pay. the tax imposed by this 
supplement for such y~ar, a tax as follows: 

"Taxa~le ~ar~ beginning aft'er 1947 · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the -second 
committee amendment which has just 
been -stated. - · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. · President, there 
is an ain·endment ·at· the top of page 10 

; which l;>elongs tp_ th~ amendment which .' 
has just been st~ted. · 

The· . PRESIDING · OFFICER. ~ . Does 
the Senator from Colorado wish to -have 
that amendment read at this time? . 
'·.M:r~- MiLLI!tiN. It is a part of the sec-
tion 3 · a.nlendlnent. · 
: The· ·PRESIDiNG OFFICER. The 
clerk wiil ·state that pertion of · the 
amendment appearing in iine 3 on page 

·10. 
·The cm:EF CLERK.- On page 10-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. · The 

Chair advises the Senator from· colorado 
that the Parliamentarian has informed 
the Chair that the committee amend
ment to which the Senator has just re
ferred conS".;itutes a separate and distinct 
committee amendment from the one 
which bas already been stated. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. V.ery well. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator 'from Colorado wish to have 
the amendment on page 10 stated as a 
second· or as a third committee amend
ment? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. _ I should like to have 
action· taken on the . committee am~nd
ment which has been stated. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the commit
tee amendment on page 7, after line 2, 
known as the second committee amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING · OFFICER. The 

next amendment of the committee will 
be stated. 
. The CHIEF CLERK. On page 10-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
Chair advises the Senator from Colorado 
that the Parliamentarian has called the 
attention of the Chair to the fact that 
the table appearing on page 9 is also a 
committee amendment. Is that correct? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct, and 
I should like to have action taken on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Very 
well. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment at the top of page 
9, comprising the table which appears at 
that point. 

The amendment. was agreed to, as fol
lows: 

. ' 
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At the top of page 9, insert: 

If adjus ted gTOS!) And the number of ~xemptions is-
income is-

' 1 I 'I 2 I. 3 . l4or~ore 
At least But less 

than 
The.~ shall be-

---
$0 $5CO to lO ~0 $0 

650 575 1 · 0 0 0 
575 600 5 0 0 0 
600 625 8 0 0 0 
625 650 12 0 0 0 
650 675 16 0 0 0 
675 700 19 0 - 0 0 
700 725 23 0 0 0 
725 750 26 0 0 0 
750 775 30 0 0 0 
775 800 34 0 0 0 
800 825 37 0 0 0 
825 &."0 . 41 0 0 0 
·850 875 45 0 0 0 
875 900 48 0 0 0 
900 925 52 0 0 0 
925 950 56 0 0 0 
'950 975 . 59 o· 0 0 
975 1,000 £3 0 0 p 

1,000 1,025 66 0 .. 0 0 
1,025 1,050 70 ·o 0 0 
1,050 1,075 74 0 0 0 
1,075 . 1,100 77 0 0 0 
1,100 l, 125 81 0 0 0 
1,125 1,150 85 4 0 0 
1,150 1,175 88 7 0 0 
1,175 1, 200 92 11 o. 0 
1,200 1,225 95 · 15 0 ~ 0 
1,225 1,250 99 18 . 0 0 
1,250 1, 275 103 ·22 0 0 
1,275 1,300 106 26 0 0 
1,300 1,325 110 29 0 0 
1,325 1,350 114 33 0 0 
1,350 1,375 117 37 0 0 
1, 375 1,400 121 40 0 0 
1,400 1, 425 125 44 0 0 
1,425 1,450 128 47 0 0 
1,450 1,475 132 61 0 0 
1,475 1, 500 . 135 55 0 0 
1,500 1,525 139 58 0 0 
1,525 1, 550 143 62 0 0 

. 1, 550 . 1, 575 146 66 0 0 
1, 575 1,600 150 69 0 0 
1,600 1,625 154 73 0 0 
1.625 1, 650 . 157 77 0 g 
1, 650 ' 1, 675 161 80 0 
1,675 1, 700 165 84 3 0 
1, 700 · 1, 725 170 87 7 0 
1, 725 1, 750 174 91 10 0 
1, 750 1, 775 179 95 14 0 
1, 775 1,800 183 98 18 0 
1,800 1,825 188 102 21 0 
1, 825 1,850 192 106 25 0 
1,850 1,875 197 109 28 0 
1,875 1,900 201 113 32 0 
1,900 1, 925 206 116 36 0 
1, 925 1,950 210 120 39 0 
1, 950 1, 975 215 124 43 · 0 
1, 975 2,000 219 . '127 47 0 
2,000 2,025 224 131 50 0 
2,025 2,050 228 135 54 0 
2,050 2, 075 2;32 138 58 0 
2,075 -2, roo 236 14.2 61 0 
2,100 2,125 240 146 ii5 0 
2,125 2,150 243 149 68 0 
2,150 2,175 247 153 72 0 

76 0 2,175 2, 200 251 166 
2, 200 2, 225 ~5 160 79 ·p 

The next amendment .was, on page 10, 
line 3, after the numerals "1947", to 
insert a comma and "or beginning . in· 
1947 and ending 'in 1948." 
.. The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there. 
other amendments which the Senator 
from Colorado wishes to have stated? 
· Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to-have. 
the committee amendments in section 4 
stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. : The next · 
amendment will be stated. · 

The next amendment was, in section -
4, page 10, line 12, after the words ''bY 
adding after", to strike out-: 
~ubparagraph (C) a new subparagraph to 
read as follows: 

"(D) It the taxpayer has attained the age 
of 65-

"(1) an additional exemption of •500; 

"Taxable years beginning in 1947 

If adjusted gross 
income is- · And the number of e~emptions i&-

1- I 2 I · 3 I At lel).st But less 
· than 

$2,225 $2,250 $259 $164 $83 
2,250 - 2,275 263 169 87 
2,275 2,'300 267 173 90 
2,300 2,325 270 178 94 
2,325 2,350 274 182 98 
2,350 2, 375 278 187 101 
2; 375 2,400 282 191 105 
2,400 2,425 286 196 -· 108 
2;425 2,.450 ~90 200 112 
2,450 2,475 293 205 116 
2,475 2,500 297 ~09 I 119• 
2,500 2,525 301 214 123 
2, 525 2,550 305 218 127 
2,550 2,575 309 ' 223 130 
2,575 .. 2,600 313 227 134 
2, 600 2,625 317 231 137 
2,625 .2,650 320 235 141 
2, 650 2, 675 324 239 145 
2,675. 2, 700 328 243 148 
2, 700 2, 725 332 246 · 132 
2, 725 2, 750 . 336 250 156 
2, 750 2, 775 340 254 159 
2, 775 2,ROO 344 258 163 
2,800 2,825 348 262 168 
2,825 2,850 352 266 172 
2, 850 2, 875 356 270' 177 
2,875 ' 2,900 '361 273 181 
2,900 · 2,925 365 277 186 
2, 925 2, 950 369 281 100 
2;950 2, 975 373 285 1Q5 
2,975 3,000 378 289 199 
3,000 3,050 384 295 206 
3,050 3,100 392 302 215 
3,100 3,150 401 310 224 
3,150 3, 200 409 318 232 
3,200 3,250 418 325 240 
3,250 3,300 426 333 248 
3,300 3, 350 435 341 255 
3,350 3, 400 443 349 263 
3,400 3,450 452 358 271 
3,450 3,500 460 ,366 278 
3, 500 3, 550 468 374 286 
3, 550 3,600 477 383' 294 
3,600 3,650 485 391 301 
3, 650 3, 700 494 4.00 309 
3, 700 a, 750 602 408 317 
3, 750 3,800 511 417 324 
3,800 3,850 519 425 332 
3,850 3,900 528 434 340 
3,900 3, 950 536 · 442 34'8 
3,950 4,000 545 . 41i1 357 
4,000 4,050 553 459 365 
4,050 4,100 C62 468 374 
4,100 4,150 570 476 382 
4,1SO 4,200 57!J 484 390 
4, 200 4,250 e87 493 399 
4,·250 4,300 595 501 407 
4,300 4, 350 604 510 416 
4,350 4,400 612 518 424 
4,400 4,450 621 527 433 
4,450 4, 500 629 535 441 
4,500 4,550 638 544 450 
4, 550 4,600 646 552 458 
4,600 4,650 655 661 467 
4,650 4, 700 663 569 .. 475 
4, 700 4, 750 672 578 484 
4, 750· 4,800 680 586 492 
4,800 41850 689 595 000 
4,850 4,900 697 603 509 
4,900 4,950 706 611 517 
4,950 6,000 714 620 526 

"(ii) in the case oi,a joint return by hus
band and wife under section 51, an exemp
tion in lieu of the exemption provided in 
clause (i) of ·this subparagraph, of $500 !or 
each spouse who has attained the age of 
65, and whose gross income (computed with
out regard to ,section 22 (o)) for the taxable 
year is $500 or more; 

"(iii) for limitation on exclusion from 
gross income of, retirement pay, etc., see sec
tion 22 (o) ." 

And in lieu ·thereof, to .insert: 
subparagraph (C) the following: 

"(D) an-additional exemption of $500 for 
the tQ.Xp~yer 1! he has attained the age of 
65 on or before the last day of· his taxable 
year; 

"(E) · an additional exemp'tion of $500 for 
the spouse of the taxpayer 1!-
. "(1) a Joint return 1s made by the tax

payer and his spouse under section 51 and 
the spouse . has attairied the age ·of 65 on or 
before such last day, in which case the ag-

4 

; 

I 6 I 6 I 7 ·I 8 l9ormore 

The tax spall be-

$2 to $0 $0 $0 $0 
.() 0 0 0 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 

13 0 0 0 0 0 
17 0 o · 0 0 0 
20 0 0 0 0 0 
24 0 0 0 0 · 0 
28 0 0 0 I 0 0 
31 0 0 0 0 0 
35 0 0 0 0 0 
39 0 .0 0 0 0 
42 0 0 0 0 0 
46 0 0 0 0 0 
49 0 0 . 0 ·o 0 
53 0 0 0 0 0 
57 0 0 0 0 0 
60 0 0 0 0 0 
64 0 0 0 0 0 
68 0 ,0 0 0 0 
71 0 0 0 0 0 
75 0 0 0 0 0 
79 0 0 0 0 0 
82 1 0 0 · o 0 
86 5 0 0 0 0 
89 9 0 0 0 0 
93 1.2 0 0 0 0 
97 16 0 0 0 0 

100 20 0 0 0 0 
104 23 0 0 0 0 
108 27 0 0 0 0 
111 30 0 0 0 0 
117 36 0 0 0 0 
124 43 0 • o 0 0 
131 50 0 0 0 0 
138 58 0 0 0 0 
146 65 0 0 0 0 
153 72 0 0 0 0 
160 80 0 0 0 0 
169 87 6 0 0 0 
178 94 13 0 0 0 
187 101 21 0 0 0 
196 109 28 0 0 ·o 
205 116 35 0 0 0 
214 123 42 0 0 0 
223 130 50 0 0 0 
231 138 57 0 0 0 
239 145 (;4 0 0 0 
247 '152 71 0 0 (} 
254 159 79 0 0 0 
262 168 86 5 0 0 
270 177 93 13 0 0 
277 186 101 20 0 0 
285 195 108 27 0 0 
293 204 115 34 0 0 
301 213 122 42 0 0 
308 222 130 49 0 0 
316 230 137 56 0 0 
324 238 144 63 0 0 
331 246 151 71 0 0 
339 254 159 78 0 0 
347 261 167 85 4 0 
356 269 176 92 12 0 
364 277 185 100 19 0 
373 284 . 194 107 26 0 
381 292 203 114 34 0 
389 300 212 122 41 0 
398 307 221 129 48 0 
406 315 230 136 55 0 
415 323 237 143 63 0 
423 330 245 151 70 0 
432 338 253 158 77 O" 

gregate exemption of the spouses under sub
paragraph (D) and this subparagraph shall 
not exceed $500 with respect to each spouse" 
who has attained the age of 65 on or before • 
s'uch 1ast day; or 

"(11) a separate return is made by the tax
payer, and his spouse has attained the age of 
65 on or before such last day and has no 
gross income for the calendar year in which 
the taxable year. of the taxpayer begins and 
1s not the dependent of another taxpayer." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment which has just been stated. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I 
should merely like to inquire here-for 
it may be helpful for .the record to have 
the answer appear-what change, if any, 
would be required in the case of a tax
payer whose wife is not tlie owner of a 
separate estate, and who simply shows 
that fact in his return. In that case, 
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would the husband and the wife, both 
being 65 years of age, be entitled to the 
full $500 exemption for each one of them, 
as additional exemptions? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If they filed separate 
r-eturns, they could each claim the ad
ditional $500 for being over 65 years of 
age. 

Mr. GEORGE. But suppose they did 
not file separate returns; suppose the 
wife has no separate income whatever, 
and suppose the income-tax'l'eturn of the 
husband merely shows that he is mar
ried, and states the name of his wife and . 
her age. In that event, will the husband 
be required to do something more in or
der to receive the double exemption of 
$500, ·which this section provides? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia that if 
the wife has no income, the wife's ex
emption goes to the husband as an addi
tional exemption, even when the hus
band files a separate return. If a joint 
return is filed, and both are over 65 years 
of age the additional $1,000 is allowed
$500 for each'-regardless of whether the · 
wife ha.s any income. 

. Mr. GEORGE. And there would be no 
necessity for a separate return in that 
case? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There would be no 
necessity at all fo it. 

Mr. GEORGE. And that could simply 
be shown on the husband's return? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. If 
the wife has no income it could be shown 
on the husband's return, and if the wife 
has income, it could be shown on the 
joint return. 

Mr. GEORGE. That was my under
standing, but I wished to be sure of it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Do I correctly under

stand from the Senator from Colorado 
that if the wife has no income whatever, 
the husband will be entitled to claim a 
total additional exemption of $1,000? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 
Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator from 

Colorado think that is fair? 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I do. 
Mr. LUCAS. In other words, if a man 

over 65 years of age is making $10,000 a 
year and if his wife has no income, that 
man will receive a total additional ex
emption of $1,000, whereas a man 30 
years of age who is married will receive 
nothing in the way of an exemption; 
other than what is included in the first 
brackets of House bill 1. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would suggest to 
the distinguished Senator that the 
point is that this is a provision which 
is aimed to affect people who reach the 
age of 65 and who find themselves 
under the handicaps of that age group. 
If the wife of such a taxpayer does not 
have any income at all, that is not an 
advantage to ·the family, it is an addi
tional handicap on the single bread
winner of the family. Hence, there is 
-considerable justice and equity in 
giving him the benefit of the exemption 
for the wife. 
- Mr. LUCAS. I am not objecting to 

the individual over 65 years of · age~ · 
now drawing an old age pension, or 
who is on the retirement roll, getting. 

the exemption. I am objecti~g. and 
strenuously objecting, to the provision 
in the bill which permits all people 
over 65 years of age, regardless of their 
financial circumstances, to obtain a 
$500 exemption, and the same individ
ual, over 65 years of age who is making 
$10,000 a year, let us say, getting, in 
addition to the $500, another $500 ex
emtion for his wife, in the event the 
wife is not working. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator has 
raised the question whether the need 
test should be applied to that parti_cu
lar group · of people. Personally, I do 
not believe it should be, and we have 
precedents for not applying it in the 
case of exemptions. The exemptions 
granted to all taxpayers are not granted 
or withheld on the basis of need. The 
richest man in the country gets the 
benefit of the present exemption, as 
well as the poorest. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct 
in that, but certainly the bill is dis
criminatory, under the Senator's own 

·theory, because the sponsors of the bill 
are selecting a special class of people 
over 65 years of age, whether they need 
the exemption or not, irrespective of 
their financial situation in life, and 
granting to this particular group of 
people the kind of an exemption I have 
been discussing. . 

In my judgment, that theory cannot 
be supported under any sound principle 
of good taxing law. I said so in the 
committee; I am saying so now. I 
think the House provision is absolutely 
sound. People over 65 years of age, 
drawing old age pensions and those on 
retirement, need relief, and the exemp
tion should be applied to them, but cer
tainly when we open the field and spread 
the exemption out to every individual 
throughout the United States over 65 
years of. age, irrespective of his financial 
station in life, we shall pass tax legis
lation that is unfair and inequitable. It 
violates the fundamental rule that taxes 
should be levied based upon the ability 
to pay. It is the most unsound theory of 
tax exemption I have experienced since 
I have been in Congress. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest to the Sen
ator most respectfully that I regard these 
particular provisions in the bill as among 
the most worthy. In our social-security 
system we have made special provision 
for aged people, and have given them 
special advantages. It has been a part 
of our social and political philosophy, and 
that is what we are doing here. I think 
we are doing a very fine, constructive 
thing for people who find themselves at ' 
a point in life when they do not have the 
vigor to maintain with added wages the 
position which younger people have in 
the economic battles of life. 

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Sena
tor's argument to a potnt; it is sound as 
far as it .goes. He keeps talking about 
those in ne~d, and he is correct as to the 
person over 65 drawing an old-age pen
sion or under the ·retirement fund. So 
far as I am concerned, such a person is 
entitled to the $500 exemption. What" I 
am inveighing against as well as I know 
how to-and the Senator sees the point, 
I am sure-is tbat all _people, r~gardless 
of their financial condition, who are over 
65 years of age, get the $500 exemption. 

and may even get a $1,000 exemption. 
In other words, a Senator of. the United 
States over 65 years of age, who is 
drawing a salary of $15,000 a year, can 
get a $1,000 exemption if he is mar
ried, while the individual who is a clerk 
in the Senate, with perhaps two or 
three children, gets no exemption at 
all for those children or himself. All he 
gets is the benefit of the reduced rate of 
tax. If the Senator can square that with 
any theory of a fair tax bill, he is wel
come to do so, but I just cannot do it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understand the 
theory of the Senator, and in my opinion 
it would be very unjust and very un
wholesome to start applying the need 
test in cases of that kind. Secondly, I 
call the Senator's attention to the un
fortunate complexity of administering 
the need test, if such a test were ever' 
advisable. · 

Mr. LUCAS. I think it most unfortu
nate that we do not 'give all taxpayers 
an additional $500 exemption if we are 
going to give it to all taxpayers who are 
65 years of age. A rich man should not 
be entitled to such favoritism. If we are 
going to start that kind of an exemp
tion, we ought to give every taxpayer 
equal treatment under the law. If we do 
not do that, those in the smaller income 
brackets with children are getti.ng a bad 
deal at the hands of Congress. They 
are getting the reduced rate, but so far 
as exemptions · are concerned, we leave 
them just as they are. We keep every
body on theta~ roll, a total of 47,700,000, 
at the present time, with the exception 
of those over 65 years of ago, and a mil
lion and a half, perhaps, of those may be 
off because of this provision. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. If the Senator's the
ory prevailed, it would require very dras
tic changes in our whole tax structure, 
for we now grant everyone a $500 base 
exemption, and an exemption for chil
dren, regardless of his poverty or wealth. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I think 
I should make a statement on the point 
which has been raised. I would ques
tion very much the validity of the pro
vision under consideration, and the 
soundness of it, were it not for two facts 
which I think should be kept in mind, 
and considering those facts as they are, 
it seems to me that the provision might 
well be retained in the bill. 

First of all, Congress itself has ex
empted payments under the Railroad 
Retirement Act, although they- may 
amount to as much as $1,440 annually, 
even before the passage of· the Crosser 
bill. Then by an executive ruling any 
amount paid out under the Social Se
curity Act is exempt from the income 
tax. Other examples might be given. 

That has created a bad situation in 
our law, and either we would have to go 
through all our laws, and give to people 
who are getting retirement benefits in 
any form some similar increased exemp-. 
tion, or permit an exclusion of the 
amounts they receive in the way of those 
benefits, in order to correct that in-' 
equality, or we should increase the 
exemption. I think the important point 
here is that our present exemptions are 
only $500 per capita. Our exemption of 
$500 is allowed every man, woman·, and 
child who is a taxpayer. That is a very 
low per capita exemption in fact, it is 
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too low, and we must be moving, a-s soon 
as we are able to move, in the direction 
of a greater statutory exemption for all 
our taxpayers. When, therefore, one 
considers that this is simply an increase 
in the present exemption of $500 for peo
ple who have reached the age of 65 years, 
it seems to me there is some justification 
for it, and it can be .reconciled. with 
sound principles of taxation. I wanted 
to make my own position on the matter 
clear. Primarily, it is that sooner or 
later-and the sooner the better-we 
must increase the exemptions that are 
now given to all taxpayers $500 is too 
low and in the case of the special class 
where the earning power for the most 
part has gone, after the age of 65, We are 
acting now and also ironing out inequali
ties that exist by virtue of the exclusion 
from income of pensions paid under the 
Railroad Retirement Act, social security, 
and so forth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER; The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment reported by the Committee on 
Finance to subsection (a) of section 4. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 11, 

after line 20, to strike out: 
(b) Determination of age: Section 25 (b) 

(2) of the Internal Revenue Code is hereby 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new 
sentence to read as follows: "For the pur• 
poses of paragraph (1) (D) the determina
tion of the age of an individual shall be 
made as of the last day of the taxable year ... 

(c) Limitation on exclusion from gross in
come of retirement pay, etc.: Section 22 .of 
the Internal Revenue Code (relating to gross 
income) is hereby amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new subsection to read as 
follows: 

" ( o) Retirement pay, etc., of Individuals 
65 or over: U an individual entitled to the 
exemption provided in section 25 (b) (1) (D) 
(relating to individuals who have attained 
the age of 65) receives during the taxable 
year any amount (other than a lump-sum 
benefit) as pension, annuity, retirement pay, 
old age or survivor's benefit, or similar pay
ment, with respect to services rendered by 
him or another person, and the whole of 
such amount would, but for this subsection, . 
be excluded from gross income. then only 
the excess oveF $500 of the aggregate of such 
amounts shall be excluded from gross income, 
despite any provisions of this tit~e or of any 
other law. This subsection shall not require 
the inclusion of any such amount as gross 
income unless the gross income, computed 
without regard to this subsection, iS $500 or 
more. This subsection shall not apply-

"(1) to amounts· excluded from gross in
come under section 22 (b) (5); except that 
this subsection shall apply to amounts re
ceived as a pension, annuity, or similar allow
ance for personal injuries or sickness result
ing from active service in the armed forces 
of any country, unless such amounts are also 
excluded from gross income by a provision 
of law other than section 22 (b) (5); or 

"(2) to amounts excluded from gross in· 
come under section 3 of the act entitled 'An 
act to safeguard the estates of veterans de
rived from payments of pension, compensa
tion, emergency officers• retirement pay and 
insurance, and for other purposes,' approved 
August 12, 1935, as amended (U. 8. C., 1940 
ed .• title 38, sec. 454a); or . 

"(3) to amounts excluded from gross in
come under section 3 of the act entitled 
'An act to establish in the War Department 
and in the Navy Department, respectively, a 
roll, designated as "the Army and Navy medal 
of honor roll," and for other purposes,' ap
proved April 27, 1916, as amended (U. S. C., 
1940 ed., title 38, sec. 393) ." 

(d) Technical amendment: Section 22 (b) 
(5) of the Internal Revenue Code (relating 
to exclusion from gross income of compen
sation for injuries or sickness) 1s hereby 
amended by striking out "an.d amounts" and 
inserting in lieu thereof: "and (except as 
provided in subsection ( o) in the case of 
individuals 65 or over} amounts.'' 

And in lieu thereof to insert: 
(b) Technical amendments-
(!) Section 58 (a) (1) of the Internal Rev

. enue Code (relating to requirement of 
declaration of estimated tax) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

" ( 1) his gross income from wages (as de
fined in sec. 1621) can reasonably be ex
pected to exceed the sum of $4,500 plus $500 
with respect to each exemption provided in 
section 25 (b); or.'' 

(2) Section 1622 (h) (1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code (relating to withholding ex
emptions) is hereby amended by striking out 
subparagraphs (A) nad (B) and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

"(A) An exemption for himself, and an 
additional exempti9n for himself if he haa 
attained the age of 65 or will attain such age 
before the expiration of the taxable year un
der chapter 1 in respect of which amounts 
deducted and withheld under this subchap
ter in the calendar year in which such day 
falls are allowed as a credit . 

. "(B) If the employee is married, any ex
emption to which his spouse is entitled, or 
would be entitled if she were an employee 
receiving wages, under subparagraph (A), 
but only if · such spouse does not have in 
effect a withholding exemption certificate 
claiming such exemption." 

Mr ~ LUCAS. Mr. President, Will the 
Senator explain subparagraph (3) of 
the technical amendments, found on 
page 15, beginning at lin~ 3? _ 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Paragraph (3) would 
require employers to give effect to addi
tional exemptions, with respect to the. 
first payment of wages made on or after 
the ninetieth day after the date of enact
ment of the bill, if a withholding · ex
emption certificate is filed at least 30 
days before such ninetieth day. This Will 
allow employees approximately 60 days 
from the date of the enactment in which 
to furnish new exemption certificates, 
and will allow employers a minimum of 
30 days to give effect to such certificates. 

Mr. LPCAS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment which has been stated. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was. on page 15, 

line 20~ before the word ''Taxable". 
to strike out "(e)" and insert n(c) ". and 
in line 21, after the word "applicable", to 
insert "with respect." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 5, 

on page 17. after line 4, to strike out: 
(3) 14 percent of whichever of the follow

ing is the lesser: 
(A) the amount by Which the wages exceed 

the sum of-
(i) the number of withholding exemptions 

claimed, multiplied by the amount of one 
such exemption as shown in the table in sub
sect ion (b) ( 1); plus 

(3) In the case of an individual entitled 
to an additional withholding exemption un
der section 1622 (h) (1) of the Internal Rev
enue Code by reason of the amendment made 
thereto by paragraph (2} of this subsection, 
the term "status determination date" as used 
in section 1622 (h) (3) (B) of such code in
cludes also the nineteenth day after the 
date of the enactment ·of this act. 

(ii) the sumo! the amounts shown in the , 
second and third columns in the table in 
subsection (b) ( 1); or 

(4) Section 23 (x) of the Internal Rev
enue Code (relating to deduction of medical, 
and so forth, expenses) Is hereby amended 
by striking out the second and third sen
tences thereof and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: ''The maximum deduction for 
the taxable year shall be $1,250, except that 
if more than one exemption is allowed under 
section 25 (b) for the taxable year (exclusive 
of an exemption under section 25 (b) ( 1) 
(D)) the maximum deduction for the taxa
ble year shall be $2,500." 

(B) the amount shown ln the .Iast column 
in the table in subsection (b) (1); 

( 4) 15 percent of the amount by which the 
wages exceed the sum o!- . 

(A) the number of withholding exemptions 
claimed. multiplied by the amount of one 
such exemption as shown in the table in 
subsection (b) (1); plus 

(B) the sum of the amounts shown in tl;le 
second, third; and last columns in the table 
1n subsection (b) (1). 

(b) (1) The table referred to in subsection 
(a) is as follows: 

Percentage method withholding table 

Amount 
of one 

withhold· 
fng ex

emption 

Maximum Maximum Maximum 

Pay·roll period 

Weekly_-···-·-·-·-- ·----·----------·-···--·--·---··---··----·-··-
Biweekly ___ ··---------···-·-------········-···--------·--···-··-
Semimonthly •• -------·-·--------· · ·---------·---·--.···----·---
Monthly_ ••••••• __ --·--••• -·--•• -·._._ .• -----· ••••••••• ---· •• ----

~~~~ai====:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
AnnuaL ___ -· ------------------ - ---- -- ------- ------·---·--·------
Daily or miscellaneous (per day of such period)-·-·-------···----

Hl.OO 
22.00 
23.00 
46.00 

139. 00 
278. 00 
&56.00 

1.50 

amount 
subject 

to 12 per· 
cent rate 

$21.00 
43.00 
46.00 
93. 00 

278.00 
556. 00 

1,111.00 
:too 

amount 
subject 

to 18 per-
cent rate 

$9.00 
17.00 
19.00 
36.00 

110.00 
219.00 
440.00 

I. 00 

And in lieu thereof to insert: Percentage method. withholding 

(3) fourteen percent of the amount by 
which the wages exceed the sum of-

Pay-ron period 

Amount 
of one 
with· 

holding 
exemp· 

tion 

2 
Maxi-
mum 

amount 
subject 

to 12 per-
cent rate 

amount 
subject 

to 14 per· 
cent rate 

$13. 00 
25.00 
28.00 
56.00 

168.00 
336. 00 
671.00 

2.00 

table 

3 

Maxi-
mum 

amount 
subject 

to 18 per· 
cent rate 

(A) the number ot withholding exemp

tions claimed, multiplied by the amount of 
one .such exemption as shown in the table in 
subsection (b) (1) ; plus 

------

(B) the sum of the amounts shown in the 
second and third columns in the table in 
subsection (b) (1). 

(b) ( 1) The table referred to in subsectio:a 
(a) is as follows: 

WeeklY----------------- -
:BiweeklY----- ~---·-----
SemimonthlY-----··----
Monthly-··---------·- -
Quarterly __ .-----·---- -
SemiannuaL ___ --·---- -AnnuaL ____ ______ __ ___ _ 
Daily or miscellaneous 

(per day of such peri-
od) -----· ___ . ___ • _ ----

$11.00 
22. 00 
23.00 
46.00 

139.00 
278. 00 
656.00 

]. 50 

$21.00 $9.00 
43.00 17. 00 
46. ()() 19. ()() 
93.00 36.00 
~78. 00 110.00 
555.00 219.00 

1, 111.00 440.00 

3.00 1.00 l 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, at the top of page 20, to strikP. out: 

If the pay-roll period with respect to an employee is weekly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptJms claimed is-

I 
. 

I I I I I I I I 110 or more 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
At least But less than 

The amount·of tax to be withheld shall be-

$() ________________ 
$11.-------------- 12%ofwages $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $11 ••• : •••• ~-- _. ___ $12.-- ~ ----------- $1.40 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$12.-------------- $13 ______ - -------- 1. 50 .20 0 0 0 0 g 0 0 0 0 
$13.------------- - $14. ------- - ----- - 1. 60 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$14 ••••• ---------- $15. -------------- 1."70 .50 -0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$15.------------- - ::il 6. ----------- - -- I. 90 .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 1- 0 0 0 
$16.---------- ~--- $17-------------- - 2. 00 • 70 0 0 0 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 
$17--------------- $18. _;; _____ _ . ___ --' 2.10 . 80 0 0 I> 0 0 0 o· 0 0 0 
$18.--- - ---------- 519.----- -------- - 2. 20 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $19. _____ :_ ________ 

$20_ -------------- 2.30 1.10 0 0 .0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 
$20 _____ - ---------

$21_ ______________ 
2.50 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .. 0 0 

$21. •••• ---------- $22. -------------- . 2.60 I.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 .I 
o· 0 0 

$.22 ••••••• --------
$23. _____ _. ___ ___ __ 2.80 I. 40 .10 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $23 ____________ -~- :\;24; ________ -----~ 2. 90 1. 50 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$24. -------------· $,;25. ------------- - 3.10 I: 70 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$25.-------------- $26. -------------- 3.30 1. 80 . 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$26.-------------- $27--------------- - 3.50 1. !lO .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$27--------------- $28. -------~------ 3:1o 2. 00 . 70 0 0 0 : 0 0 0 0 . 0 
$28.-------------- $29_ ------------- - 3.86 2. 10 . !lO 0 0 0 0 0 0 : 0 0 $29.-------------- $30.--------- -~--- 4.00 2.30 1. 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$30_ -------------- .$31_ -------------- 4. 20 2. 40 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $31.--------------- $32. ---------·---~- ' 4.30 2 .. 50 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 · 0 0 0 $32 _____________ :_ $33:-------------- . 4,'40 2. 60 1.30 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $33 ___________ ----

!"J34- ----- -·--- ----- 4. '60 2. 80 I. 5() .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$34·--------~----- . $35 •••••• .: •••••• ~ . 4. 70 3. 00 1.60 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
fig::::::::::::::: $36.-------------- 4.90 3.20. 1. 70 . . 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$37-------------- - 5.'00 3. 40 1.80 .50 . 0 o· 0 0 .. 0 0 0 

m::::=====~=:::: : 
$38 •• .: ___________ - 5.10· 3: 50 1. 90 • 70· 0 o· 0 - 0 · 0 - 0 0 $39. : ____________ - . 5.30 3. 70 2.10 .80 0. : 0 . 0 0 0 IT- 0 0 $39 _______________ S40. _____________ _ 

5.40 3.90 2.20 . 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $40 _______________ $41. ______________ 
5.50 4.19 2.30 1.00 0 I · 0 0 0 I I· 0 0 0 $41 _______________ $42 ____________ .: __ 
5. 70' 4.20 '2.40 1.10 0 o· o· 0 0 0 0 $42 ______________ : . $43 _______________ 
5.80 4.40 2. 50 1.30 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0 0 543--------------- $44 _______________ 
6. Oil 4. 50 2. iO I.40 .10 0 i 0 0 0 o· . . 0 '-.44-----.--------- . $45 _______________ 
6.10 4.60 2. 90 1. 50 .20 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 $45 _______________ $46 _________ ,:-_____ 

. 6.30 4.80 3.10 1. 60 .30 ' ·o 0 0 0' 0 I · o 
~--------------- $47 ----------·- - - ~ - 6.40 4. 90 3.20 1. 70 .50 0 0 0 0 ·. 0 0 $47 _____ _. ___ -_____ ; $48 _______________ 

6.60 Ci.OO 3. 40 1. 80 .60 0 ) 0 :• 0 0 0 0 $48 _______________ $49 _______________ 
~: ~ 5.20 3.60 2 .. 00 • 70 0 0 0 0 0 - 0 $49 _______________ $50 ______ : ________ ~ 

5.'30 3.80 2.10 .80 0 0 0 0 - 0 · {) $50 _______________ $51 ___ ____________ 
7.00 5.40 4. 00 2. 20 .90 ·o 0 o· 0 0 0 $51. ______________ 

$52 ___ _ ---·-------- 7.20 5.GO 4. 10 2.30 1.00 0 0 I r 0 
I · 0 0 ·o $52 ______________ ~ $53 _______________ 

7.30 5. 70 4. 30 2. 40 1. 2{) 0 0 0 0 0 0 $53 _______________ $54 _________ . ____ --
7.50 5. 90 4. 40 2.6) 1. ~0 0 0 

'• 0 0 0 0 $54 ______ __ _______ $55 _______________ 
7.00 6.00 4.50 2.80 1.40 .10 J 0 0 0 0 0 $55 _____________ --

$56 •• ~ -~--------·- 7.80 6.20 4. 70 2. 9n 1. 50 .20 0 0 0 0 0 $56 ___________ ----
.$57--------------- 7.90 6.30 4.80 3. 10 1. 60 .40 0 { 0 0 I ' 0 0 $57.: ••••• ::: •••• ~: $58 _____________ --

8.10 6.50 4. 90 3. 30 ].80 .50 0 0 o· 0 0 
$58 ___ ----------- ~ $51}' _ _-__________ -- - 8. 20' 6. fl0 ' 5. 10 3. 50 1. 90 .60 0 I'' 0 () . I; 0 

.. 
0 " $51). ____________ -- $tiC) ____________ ---

8~40 6.80 5. 20 3. 70 2. 00 .70 0 .. 0 0 0 0 

m::::::::::::::: $62 •• --- ~ -- ------- 8.60 7.00 5. 40 3.90 2.20 .90 0 0 0 0 0 
~64 •• ~ ---· -- ~ ----- 8.90 ' 7.30 5. 70 4.20 2.40 1.10 0 . 0 0 0 0 $64 _ _. ______ ------- $66 •• -- --- ~ - ~ ---·- 9.20 7.60 6.00 4. 50 2. 70 1.40 . . 10 0 0 0 0 

$66 •••• ----- -~---- ~68 ••• ------------ 9: 50 7.00 6.30 4.80 3. 10 1. 60 . 30 0 0 0 0 $68 ___________ - ---
$70 •• ------------- 0.80 8. 20 6. 60 5.10 3. 40 1. 90 .60 0 0 0 0 $70 _______________ 
$72 •• ------------- ' 10. 10 8. 50 6.90 5.30 3. 80 2.10 . 80 0 0 0 0 $72 ___________ _. __ -
$74 •• ------------- 10.40 8.80 7.20 5.60 4.10 2.30 1.10 0 0 0 0 $74 ________ ------- $7!L. -----'---- - - -- 10.70 9.10 7. 50 5.00 4. 40 2.60 1. 30 0 0 - 0 0 $76 _______________ 
~7'8 •• - -- - - - ------- · 11.00 9.4.0 7. 80 6.20 4. 70 3.00 1. 50 .30 0 0 0 $78 ____________ ---
$80 • • ------------- 11.~ 9. 70 8.10 6.50 5.00 3.30 1.80 • 50 0 . 0 

I 
0 $80 _____ ---------- $82 •• --------- _; -- 11.60 10. 00 8.40 6. 80 5.20 3. 70 2.00 . 70 0 0 0 

$82 ••••• -- -------- $84 •• ------------- 11.90 10.30 8. 7\l 7.10 5. 50 4.00 2.30 1.00 0 0 0 $84 _______ -------- $86 •• -------- - ---- 12.20 10.60 9.00 7.40 5. 80 4. 30 2.50 1.20 0 0 0 
$86.-------------- $88.-------------- 12.50 10. 90 9.30 7. 70 6. 10 4. 60 2.80 1. 50 . 20 0 0 
$88.-------------- $90.-------------- 12.80 11.20 9. 60 8. 00 6.40 4. 90 3.20 1. 70 . 40 0 0 
$90.-------------- 892 _______________ 13.10 11.50 9.90 8. 30 6. 70 5.10 3. 60 l. 90 . 70 0 0 $92 _________ -- ----

$!)4_ ------- - ------ 13.40 11. 80 10. 20 8.60 7. 00 5. 40 3. 90 2. 20 .90 0 0 $94 ________ ------- $9S. ________ ______ 
13.70 12.10 10. 50 8. 90 7. 30 !i. 70 4. 20 2. 40 1.10 0 0 $96 ______ _______ --

$98 .• ----------- - - 14. 00 12.40 10. 80 9.20 7. 60 6. 00 4. 50 2. 70 1.40 .10 0 
$98. --- - ---------- $100.------------- 14. 30 12.70 11.10 9. 50 7.!)0 6. 30 4. 80 a.10 1.60 .30 0 
$100.---------- - -- $105.------------ - 14.80 13.20 11. 60 10.00 8.4.0 .6.80 5. 30 3. 70 2.00 .so 0 $105 ______________ 

::mo~ ------------- 15.60 14.00 12.40 10. 80 9. 20 7. !iO 5. 90 4. 50 2. 70 1.4.0 .10 $110 _____ --------- ~gg: ::: : ::::::::: I , 16.30 14. 70 13. 10 11. 50 9. 90 8'.30 6. 70 5. 20 il. 60 2.00 . 70 $115 ___ _ -- ------ - - 17.10 15. 50 13.90 12.30 10. 70 9.10 7. 40 5. 80 4.40 2. 60 1. 30 $120 ______ - ------- $125. ------------ - 17.80 16. 20 14.60 13.00 11. 40 9.80 8.20 6. 60 !i.lO 3. 50 1. 90 
$125_----- -------- , $130 __ ______ __ _ - -- 18. 60 17.00 15. 40 13. 80 12.20 10.60 9. 00 7.30 5. 70 4. 30 2.50 
$1 30.------------- $135.------------ - 19. 30 17.70 16. 10 14.50 12. 90 11.30 9. 70 8. 10 6. 50 5.00 3. 30 $135. -- - ---- - ----- $140 ___ ____ ___ ~ - -- 20. 10 18. 50 16.90 HI. ~O 13. 70 12.10 10.50 8.80 7.20 5. 70 4.20 
$140.---- - -------- $145. --------- - --- 20. 90 19. 30 17. 60 16.00 14.40 12. 80 11.20 9. 60 8.00 6.40 4. 90 $145______________ s u;o ______________ 21.60 20.00 18. 40 16. 80 15.20 13.60 12. 00 10. 40 8. 70 7.10 5. 60 
$150.------------- $160.----- ; ------- 22.70 21.10 19. 50 17.90 16.30 14.70 13.10 11.50 9.90 8. 30 6. 70 $1 60 _________ _____ 

$170. ----------- -- 24.20 22. 60 21.00 19.40 17. 80 I6. 20 14.60 13.00 11. 40 9. 80 8.20 $170 ___ __________ _ 
$180. - --- --·--- -- -- 25.70 24. 10 22. 50 20. 90 19.30 17.70 16.10 14.50 12.90 11. i!O 9. 70 $180 ___ ______ --- - - $190 __ ______ ___ ___ 'Z7.30 25.60 24. 00 22. 40 20.80 19.20 17.60 lb. 00 14.4.0 12.80 11.20 $190 ___________ ___ 
$200 ••••• --- ---- - - 28.80 Z/. 10 25.50 23.90 22. 30 20.70 19.10 17. 50 15. !lO 14. 30 12.70 

15 percent of the excess over $200 plus 

$200 and over.------- ~ - - ------------- 29.50 1 Z/. 90 1 26.30 1 24.70 1 23.10 1 21.50 1 19. 90 1. 18. 30 1 16.60 1 15.00 1 13.40 

-



5827 
1/ the pay-roll period with respect to an. errtPZ011ee fs btweekly-

"'*· 

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 I 1 I 2 I 3 I ' I ti I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 j1o or ~ore 
At least But less than-

The amount· of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0 ________________ $20 ______________ 
- 12% of wages ·$0 $0 ~0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

$20.-- - -----------
$22 ______________ 

- $2.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$22 ______ ____ ----- $24 ______ ________ 

- 2. 80 .20 0 (J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$24 ___________ - --- $26 ______ --------- 3.00 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$26_------ - ------- $28 ____ ------ - ---- 3.20 .70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$28 __________ - ---- $30_: ____ ------- - - 3.50 .90 0 (l 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$30 __ ------ - - - ---- $32, -------------- :i. 70 1.20 ' (J 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$32. ------------ - - $34 __ .: _____ - --- - -- 4.00 1. 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$34 ____ ----------- $36_---------- - --- 4.20 1.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$36 ____ -----------

$38 __________ ____ _. 4.40 1.90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$38 ______ --------- $40 _________ ---- - - 4. 70 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$40.- - - ----------- $42.---------- - --- 4. 90 2. 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$42 ____ - ~ ------ --- $44 .. ~----- ------ - 5.20 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$44 •• ------------- $46 ______ --------- 5. 50 2.80 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 
$46 ______ __ ------- $48 ____ ----------- 5.90 3.10 .50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$48 ________ ------- $50.-------------- 6.20 3. 30 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50 __________ __ --- $52.-------------- 6.60 3. 50 1. 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$52 ______ --------- $54 __ ------------- 7.00 3. 80 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$54 ________ ------- $56_-------------- 7. 30 4.00 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$56 _______ -------- $58.------------- - 7. 70 4.30 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$58 ______ --------- $60 ___________ ---- 8.00 4.50 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$60 ______ ---------

$62 ___________ _ --- 8.30 4. 70 2.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$62 _____ ---------- $64.--------- - ---- 8.60 5.00 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$64 •• --- -- -------- $66 _____ ---------- 8.90 5.30 2. 70 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$66--------------- $68 ____________ -- - 9.20 5.60 2. 90 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$68.-------------- $70.--------- - · --- 9.40 6.00 3.10 .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$70 .. ---- - -------- $72.------------ - - 9. 70 6.40 3. 40 .80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$72 ____ -- --------- $74.-------------- 10.00 6. 70 3. 60 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$74 ____ -- _______ ._ _ $76 ________ ------- 10. 30 7.10 3. 90 1. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$76 ____ ----------- $78.-------------- 10. 50 7.40 4.10 1.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$78. - - - _____ · ______ $$0 _______ -------- 10.80 7.80 4.30 1.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$80 .. ------------- $82. - ------------ - 11.10 8.20 4.60 2.00 ·o 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$82.- ----- -- -- - --- $84 ______ --------- 11. 40 8.40 4.80 2. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$84.--------------
$86 _______________ 11.6Q 8. 70 5.10 2. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$86 ______________ _ $88.-------------- 11.90 9.00 5.40 2. 70 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$88 _______ -------- $90.-------------- 12.20 9.30 5. 80 3.00 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$90.-------------- $92 _____ -------- - - 12.50 9.50 6.10 3. 20 • 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$92.-------------- $94 ____ ----------- 12. 80 9.80 6. 50 3. 50 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$94 .• ---- _: _______ $96 ••••...•. C ---·- 13. 10 10.10 6. 80 3. 70 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$96 ____ - -- - ------ - $98.-------------- 13.40 10.30 7.20 3. 90 1.40 0 0 0 0 0 I · 0 

$98.------- - ------ $100 ___ ----------- 13. 70 10. 60 7.60 4.20 1. 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$100.- - ----------- $102.------------- 14.00 10.90 7. 90 4.40 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$102 _____ ---- .: ---- $104.------------- 14. 30 11.20 8.20 4. 70 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$104 __ --- - -------- $106_ ---- - ------- . 14.60 11.40 8.50 4. 90 2.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$106__ __ __ : _______ $108 _____ --------- 14.90 11.70 8.80 5.10 2. 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$108_------------- $110 ______ -------- 15. 20 12.00 9.10 5.50 2.80 .30 0 0 0 0 0 

$110.------------- $112 ____ ---------- 15.50 12.30 9.30 5.90 3.10 50 0 0 0 0 0 

$112 .• ----------- - $114 ____ ---------- ' 15. 80 12. 60 9.60 6.20 3. 30 . 70 0 0 (J 0 0 

$114.------------- $116.------------ - 16.10 12.90 !1.90 6. 60 3. 50 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 

$116.------------- $118 ____ ---------- 16.40 13.20 10.20 6.90 3.80 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 

$118.--- - --------- $120 ______ ----.---- 16.70 13. 50 10.40 7.30 4. 00 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 

$120 . . --------- - -- $124.------------- 17. 20 14. 00 10.80 7. 80 4. 40 1.80 0 0 0 0 0 
$124 ____ ---------- $128.------------- 17.80 14. 60 11.40 8. 50 4. 90 2. 30 0 0 0 0 0 
$128. ------------- $132 ______ -------- 18.40 15.20 12.00 9.00 5.40 2. 80 .20 0 0 0 0 

$132 .• ------------ $136 ____ ----- - ---- 19.00 15.80 12.60 9.60 6. 20 3. 30 . 70 0 0 0 0 

$136.------------- $140.------------- 19.60 16. 40 13.20 10.10 6. 90 3. 70 1. 20 0 0 0 0 

$140.------------- $144.----------- - - 20.20 17.00 13.80 10.70 7. 60 4. 20 1. 70 0 0 0 0 
$144 ______________ 

$148 .•. ----------- 20.80 17.60 14.40 11.20 8.30 4. 70 2. 10 0 0 0 0 

$148 ____ -- -------- $152 ____ - --------- 21.40 18.20 15.00 11.80 8. 80 5. 20 2. 60 .10 0 0 0 

$152..---- - ---- - -- $156.------------- 22.00 18.80 15.60 12.40 9.40 5.90 3. 10 .50 0 0 0 

$156.------------- $160 .. ------------ 22.60 19.40 16.20 13. 00 9.90 6.60 3. 60 1.00 0 0 0 
$160 ______ : ------- $164 ________ ------ 23.20 20.00 16.80 13. 60 10.50 7.40 4.00 1. 50 0 0 0 

$164. ------------- $168 ________ ------ 23.80 20.60 17.40 14.20 11.00 8.10 4. 50 2.00 0 0 0 

$168 . • --- - --- - ---- $172 .• ------------ 24.40 21.20 18.00 14.80 11.60 8.60 5.00 2. 40 0 0 0 

$172 .• ----- - ---- - -
$176 _____________ - 25. 00 21.80 18. 60 15.40 12. 20 9.20 5. 70 2.90 .40 0 0 

$176 . . --- - -------- $180 .• --------- - -- 25.60 22.40 19.20 16.00 12.80 9. 70 6.40 3. 40 .80 0 0 

$180 .• --------- - -- $184.---- - -------- 26.20 23.00 19.80 16.60 13. 40 10. 30 7.10 3. 90 1.30 0 0 

$184 .. ------------ $188. ------------- 26. 80 23.60 20. 40 / 17.20 14. 00 10.80 7.80 4. 40 1.80 0 0 

$188.-------------
$192.. ____ ________ 27.40 24.20 21.00 17. 80 14. 60 11.40 8. 50 4. 80 2.30 0 0 

$192 ______ ________ $196 . •. ----------- 28.00 24. 80 21.60 18.40 15.20 11.90 9.00 5. 40 2. 80 .20 0 

$196 __ ____ - ------- $200 ___________ --- 28.60 25.40 22.20 19.00 15.80 12.50 9. 50 6.10 3.20 . 70 0 

$200 __ - ----------- $210 ______ --- ~---- 29. 70 26. 50 23.20 20.00 16.80 13.60 10.50 7.40 4.10 1.50 0 

$210_ -- ---- - - ~ ---- $220 ______ -------- 31.20 28.00 24.80 21.50 18.30 15. 10 11.90 9. 00 5.40 2. 70 .20 

$220.------------- $230_ -·- ----------- 32.70 29.50 26. 30 23.00 19. 80 16. 60 13.40 10.30 7.20 3.90 1.40 

$230 ______ -- ------ $240_ ------------- 34.20 31.00 27.80 24.50 21.30 18.10 14.90 11.70 8.80 5.10 2.60 
$240 ______________ 

$250_ ------------- 35. 70 32.50 29.30 26. 00 22.80 19. 60 16.40 13.20 10.10 6.90 3. 70 

$250 _______ - ------ $260 ___________ --- 37.20 34.00 30.80 27.60 24.30 21.10 17. 90 14. 70 11.50 8.60 4.90 
$260 _______ ______ - $270_ -------- ___ ; _ 38.70 35.50 32.30 29.10 25.80 22. 60 19.40 16.20 13.00 9.90 6. 70 

$270 ____ - --------- $280_ ----------- -- 40. 20 37.00 33. 80 30.60 27.30 24.10 20.90 17. 70 14.50 11.30 8. 40 

$280 ____ ---------- $290 _____ --------- 41.70 88.50 35.30 32.10 28.80 25. 60 22.40 19.20 16.00 12. 80 9.80 

$290 _____ -- ------- $300_------------- 43.20 40.00 36. 80 33.60 30.40 27.10 23. 90 20.70 17.50 14.30 11.10 

$300_--- - - - ------- $320_------------- 45.50 42.30 39. 00 35.80 32.60 29. 40 26.20 23.00 19.80 16. 50 13.30 

$320 ____ - --------- $340 _____ --------- i18. 50 45.30 42.10 38.80 35.60 32. 40 29.20 26.00 22.80 19.50 16.30 
$340 __ ____ _______ - $360 ___ ---------- - 51.50 48.30 45.10 4-.1.80 38.60 35.40 32.20 29.00 25.80 22. 60 19.30 

$360 ____ ___ ------- $380_ -·------------ 54.50 til. 30 48.10 44.90 41.60 38.40 . 35.20 32.00 28.80 25.60 22.40 
$380 _____ _________ $400 ______________ 57.50 64.30 51.10 47.90 44.70 41.40 38.20 35. 00 31.80 28.60 25. 40 

16 percent of the excess over $400 plus 

t400 and over---------------·,··------- 59.00 "1 55. so· I 52.60 1 49.40 1 46.20 1 42. 90 1 ·39. 70 1 36.50 1 33.30 1 30.10 1 26. 90 



5828 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD~SENATE MAY 27 
11 the pay-ron period with respect to an employee is semimonthlY-

-- - -
And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed lit- ---

Q I 1 I ~ I - I ' I 6 I 6 I 7 I 8 J 9 110 or more 
At least But less than --

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0.--------------- $22_ -------------- J..2%ofwages $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
$22 __ ------------- $24_ - ------------- $2.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $24 _______________ 

$26_ -------------- 3.00 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$26_-- ------------

$28 _______________ 
3.20 .50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $28 _______________ $30 _______________ 3. 50 .70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$30_ ---------- - --- $32 _________ ------ 3. 70 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $32 _______________ 
$34_ -------------- 4.00 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$34_--- ----------- $36_ -------------- 4.20 1.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $36 _______________ $38 _______________ 
4.40 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $38 _______________ 

$40_ -------------- 4. 70 1.90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $40 _______________ 
$42_-- ------------ 4.90 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$42_ --------------
$44 _______________ 

5.10 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $44 _______________ $46 _______________ 5.40 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$46_ -------------- $48 __ - ------------ 5. 70 2.90 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $48 _______________ 

$50_-------------- 6.00 3.10 .30 0 0 o· 0 0 0 0 0 
$50_--------------

$52 _____ __________ 
6.40 3.30 .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$52_-------------- $54_-------------- 6. 70 3.60 .80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $54_-------------- $56_-------------- 7.10 3.80 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $56_-------------- $58_-------------- 7.50 4.]0 1.30 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 
$58 __ ------------- $60_- ------------- 7.80 4.30 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $60 _______________ 

$62_-- ------------ 8.20 4.50 1. 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$62 ____ -- --------- $64 __ ------------- 8. 50 4.80 2.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $64 _____ ---- ------ $66 ___ ____ ____ __ _ -

8. 90 5.00 2. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $66 _________ -- ----

~~t=:=========~= 9.20 5. 20 2. 50 0 0 0 0 ,. 0 0 0 0 
$()8 ____ ----------- 9.40 5. 50 2. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $70 ______________ _ 

$72: --- --- -~--- --- 9. 70 5.'80 3.00 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$7_2 __ -------------

$74 _______________ 10.00 6. 20 3. 20 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$74 __ -------------

$76 ____________ ___ 
10.30 6: so 3.40 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 -- 0 0 

$76 __ -------------
$78 ____ ________ ___ 

10.50 6.90 3. 70 .so 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $78 ________ ------- $80.-------- ~------ 10.80 7.30 3. 90 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$8(}__- ------------ $82 __ ------------- 11.1-0 "7.60 4.20 1. 40 0 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 
$82 •• ------ ---- --- $84 ____ ----------- 11.40 8.00 4.40 1. 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $84 _____________ --

$86.- ---- -~--- ---- 11.60 8.30 4.60 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $8Q _______________ 
$88_-------------- 11. so 8. 70 4.90 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$88_- ------------- $90_ -------------- 12. 20 9.00 5.10 2. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$90_--- ----------- $92_ -----· -- ------ 12.40 9.30 5.40 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $92 _______________ $94 _______________ • 

12.70 9.60 5. flO 2.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $94 _______________ 
$96_- ------------- 13.00 9. 80 6.00 3.10 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$96 __ -------------
$98 __ _____________ 

13.30 10. 10 6.30 3. 30 . 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$98_ ------- --- ---- $100 ________ ------ 13.60 10. 40 6. 70 3. 50 . 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 $100 ______________ $102 ______ ________ 

13. BO 10. 70 7.10 3. so 1. 00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$102.------------- $104 ________ - - ---- 14.20 10.90 7. 40 4.00 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 $104 ____ -------- -- $10{). ___ - --------- 14.50 11.20 7. 80 4.30 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$106.------------- $108 ______ ------- - 14.80 11.50 8.10 4.50 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 $108 ____________ -- $110_ ------------ - 15.10 11.70 8. [jQ 4. 70 2.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$110 __ ------------ $112 _____ -- - -- - --- 15.40 12.00 8. 90 5. 00 2. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$112_ ------------- $114 ___ ----------- 15.70 12.30 9.10 5. 20 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$ll4_ ------------- $116.------------- 16. 00 12.60 9. 40 5. 50 2. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5116. ------------- $118 ______ ·------- 16.30 12.90 9. 70 5.'!0 2. 90 . 20 0 0 0 0 0 
$118.------------- $120 __ - -- - --~-- --- 16.60 13.20 9.90 IUO 3. 20 . 40 0 0 0 0 0 
$120_ ------------- $124 __ ------- --- -- 17.10 13. 60 10.40 6. 70 3. 50 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 $124 ______________ 

$128_- ------------ 17.70 14.20 10.90 7.40 4.00 1.20 0 0 0 0 0 
$128.------------- $132 __ - ---------- - 18.30 14. !10 11.50 8.10 4.50 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 $132 ______________ $136 __________ ---- 18.90 15.40 12.00 8.80 5.00 2. 20 0 0 0 0 0 $136 ______________ . 

$140 __ ------ -- ---- 19.50 16.00 12.50 9. 40 5.40 2. 70 0 0 0 0 0 
$140 ___ -----------

$144 ________ ______ 1 r 20.10 16.60 13. 10 9. 90 6.10 3. 10 . 40 0 0 l l 0 0 $144 _________ ----- $148 __________ ---- 20.70 17.20 13.70 10. 5{) 6.80 3.60 . 90 0 0 0 0 
$148_------------- $152_ ------------- 21.30 17.110 14.30 1.1.00 7.50 4.10 1. 30 0 0 0 0 $152 _______ _ ------ $156_- -- ____ : ----- 21.90 18.40 14.90 11.60 8. 30 4. 60 1. 80 0 0 0 0 $156 _____ --------- $160 __ --- --------- 22.50 19.00 15. 50 12. 10 8. 90 5. 10 2. 30 0 0 0 0 
$160_ ------------- $164_ ----------- ·- 23.10 19. 6G 16. 10 12.70 lUiO 5. 50 2. 80 0 0 0 0 $164 ____________ -- $168_ ------------- 23.70 20. 20 16.70 13.30 10.00 6. 30 3. 20 .50 0 0 0 
$168 __ ------------ $1/2_- ------------ 24.30 20.80 17. 30 13.90 10.60 7.00 3. 70 1. 00 0 0 0 $172 ____________ -- $176 _______ - ------ 24.90 21.40 17.90 14.50 11. 10 7. 70 4. 20 1.40 0 0 0 
$176.------------- $180 ___ ----------- 25. 5() 22.00 18.60 15.10 11.70 8.40 4. 70 1. 90 0 0 0 $180 ________ ------ $184_------------- 26.10 22.60 19. 20 15.70 12.20 9.10 5. 20 2. 40 0 0 0 $184 ____ ---------- $188 _____________ . 20.70 23.20 19 80 16.30 12.1\0 9. 60 5. 70 2. PO .10 0 0 $188__ _____ - - ----- $192 ____________ -- 27.30 23.80 20. 4.0 16. 90 13.40 10.20 6. 40 3.30 .60 0 0 
$192_ --- - ----- - --- $196_------------- 27.90 24.40. 21.00 17.50 14.00 10.70 7.10 3. 80 1.10 0 0 $196 ___ - ----------

$2QO ___ ___________ 
28.50 25.00 21.60 18.10 14.60 11.30 7. 80 4. 30 1. 50 0 0 $200 _______ - ------ $210.------------- 29.60 26.10 22.60 19.10 15.60 12.20 9.00 5. 10 2.40 0 0 $210 ________ ------ $220 ____ __________ 31.10 27.60 24.10 20.60 17.20 13.70 10.40 6. 70 3. 60 . 80 0 

$220_ ------------- $230 __ ------------ 32.60 29.10 25.60 22.10 18.70 15.20 11.80 8. 50 4.80 2. 00 0 $230 ____ --------- - $240_ ------------ - 34. 10 30.60 27.10 23.60 20.20 16.70 13.20 10.00 6.20 3.20 0 
$240_ --- -J-- ------ $250 ______ -------- 35.60 32.10 2S.60 25.10 21.70 18.20 14.70 11. 30 8.00 4.40 1.60 $250 ____________ -- $260_------------- 37. 10 33.60 30.10 26.70 23.20 19.70 16.20 12. 70 9.60 5. 60 2.80 $26Q ________ ------ $270 ______________ 38.60 35.10 31.60 28.20 24.70 21.20 17.70 14.20 10.90 7. 40 4.00 $270 ______ -------- $280 _____ --------- 40.10 36.60 33.10 29.70 26.20 22.70 19.20 15.70 12.30 9.10 5. 20 $280 ________ ------ $290 ______ - ------- 41. 60 38.10 34.60 31.20 27.70 24.20 20.70 17.20 13.70 10. 50 6.80 $290 ____ ---------- $300 _______ ------- 43. 10 39.60 36. 20 32.70 29.20 25.70 22.20 18.70 15.30 11.90 8. 60 
$300.------------- $320 ___ ----------- 45.40 41.90 38.40 34.90 31.40 28.00 24.50 21.00 17.50 14.00 10.70 
$320_ -------------

$340 _____________ - 48.40 44.90 41.40 37.90 34.50 31.00 27.50 24.00 20.50 17.00 13.60 $340 _____ --------- $360 __ - ----------- 51.40 47. 90 44.40 40.90 37.50 34.00 30.50 27.00 23.50 20. 00 16.60 
$360_ ------------- $380.------------- 54.40 50.90 47.40 44.00 40.50 37.00 33.50 30.00 26.50 23.10 19.60 
$380 __ - ----------- $400 ___ -- -- ------- 57.40 53.90 50.40 47.00 43.50 40.00 36.50 33.00 29.50 26.10 22.60 $400 ______ -------- $420 ____________ --

60.40 56.90 53.50 50.00 46.50 43.00 39.50 36.00 32.60 29.10 25.60 $420 ______________ $440 ________ ------ 63.40 60.00 56.50 53. 00 49.50 46.00 42.50 39.10 35.60 32.10 28.-60 
$440 _____ --- ------ $460 __ ------------ 66.40 63.00 59. 50 56.00 52.50 49.00 45. 50 42.10 38.60 35.10 31.60 
$4:60 __ --- --------- ·r~============== 

69.50 66.00 62. 50 59.00 55.50 52.00 48.60 45.10 41.60 38.10 34.60 $480.------------- 72.50 69.00 65.50 62.00 58.50 55.00 51.60 48.10 44.60 41.10 37.60 

15 percent of the excess over $500 plus 

$500 and over------------------------- 74.~ 1 70.50 1 67.00 1. 63.50 1 60.00 1 56.60 1 53.10 49.60 , _ 46.10 l 42.60 1 39.10 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL ~ECORP-SENAT~ 5829 
If the pay-roU period url~h respect to an employee u monthly.--

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I l5 j 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 j1o or more 

At least But less than 
·j 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-. 
$()_ --------------- $44.-------------- 12%ofwages $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 . $0 
$«._ __ ------------ $48 ___ ------------ $5.50 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$48 ___ ------------ $52.-------------- 6.00 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $52 ______________ 

$56 ____ "---------- 6. 50 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$56_-------------- $60.-- _____ · _____ -- 6.90 1. 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$60 _____ ---------- $64.-------------- 7.40 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Q 0 
$(;4 ___ -- ---------- $68_ -------------- 7.90 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$68 __ - ------------ $72_-- ------------ 8.40 2.80 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$72_ -------------- $76 ___ ------------ 8.90 ', 3.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$76 __ "-- ----------

$80 _____________ -- 9.30 3.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$80--------------- $84 _____ ---------- 9.80 4.30 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$84_ --------------

$88 _________ - ----- 10.30 4.80 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ·0 0 
$88 ___________ ---- $92.-------------- 10.80 5. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$92 ___ ------------ $96_ -------------- 11.30 5. 70 • 20 0 

' 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

ii&i:: :::::-::::::: $100 ____ ---------- 12.10 6. 20 .60 0 0 ., 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$104 ____ ---------- 12.80 6. 70 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$J(K ____ - ------ --- $108 ___ - ---------- 13. 50 ' 7.10 1. 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$108 ______ -------- $112 ____ ---------- 14.20 7. 60 2.10 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$] 12 ___ - ---------- $116 ___ -----------· 14.90: 8.10 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 () 0 () 

$116 _____ --------- $120 ___ ------ ----· 15.70 8.60 3.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 
$liD ___ ----------- $124.------------- 16.40 9.10' 3. 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $124 _____________ $128 _________ ----- 17.10 9. so ·. •4.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$1 28 ___ - ---------- $132 __ ------------ 17.80 10.00 4.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$132 __ - ----------- $136 __ -- ---------- 18.30 10.50 5.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$136. ___ ----------- $140 __________ --.: 18. 90 , 11.00 5.40 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $14() ______________ $144 _______ --- ___ ;, 19.40 · 11.60 5.90 .40 0 0 0 0 0 0 D 
$144.------------- $148 _______ ----- -- 20.00 12.40 6.40 .90 0 0 0 ; 0 0 0 0 
$148. -·----- ------- $152 __ ------------ 20.50 13.10 6. 90 1. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$152 ____ -- -------- $156 _______ ----- • .: 21.10 , 13.80 7.40 1.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$UifL ••• _ ----- ____ $11)()_ ___ . ______ ---- 21.60 14.50 7.80 2.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$Hi0 _________ - --- _ $164 __ ------------ 22.20 15.20 8.30 2.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $1M ______________ 

$168 •• ------------ 22.70 16.00 8.80 3. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$1f)8_ -------------

$172 _________ ----- 23.30 ' 16.70 9.30 3. 70 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$172 ____ ---------- $176 ___ ---- ----· -- 23.80 17.40 9. 70 4.20 0 i 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$176 ____ ---------- $180 _________ ----- 24.40 18.00 10.20 4. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$180_--- ---------- -~a84 ____ -------- __ 24.90 18 .. 60 10.70 5.'20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$184.------------- $188 ______ - ------- 25.50 ' 19.10 11.20 5.60 .10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$188.------------- $192 _______ - ------ 26.10 19.70 12.00 6.10 .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$192 __________ - --- $196 ______________ 

26.70 20.20 12. 70 . 6.60 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$HilL _____________ $200 ________ ---- -- 27.30 20.80 13.40 7.10 . 1.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 

~-------------- $204 ____ ---------- 27.90 21.30 14.10 7.60 2. 00 0 0 o. 0 0 {) 

$ID4 ___ -- --------- $208 ______ -- ------ 28.50 21.80 14.80 . 8.00 2.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$208 __ ------------ $212__ ___ . __ --- ---- 29.10 22.40 ' 15.60 8.50 3.00 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$212 __ -- ---------- $216 ______ --- ----- 29.70 22.90 16.30 9.00 . 3.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$216.-------------

$220 ___________ --- 30.30 ' 23.50 17.00 9.50 3. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$220----------~--
$224 ___________ --- 30.90 24.00 17.70 9.90 4. 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$224.-------------- $228 ________ ------ 31.50 24.60 18.30 10.40 4.90 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$228 _____ --------·- $232 ____ ---------- 32.10 25.10 18.80 10.90 5.40 ' 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 
$232 ____ ---------- $236 ___ ----------- 32.70 25.70 19.30 11.50 5.80 . 30 0 0 0 0 0 
$236 ______ - ------- $240 _______ ------- 33.30 26.30 19.90 12.30 6.30 .80 0 0 0 0 0 
$240 _____________ - .$248 ____ ---------- 34.20 27.20 20.70 13.30 7.00 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 
$248 ______ - ----·-- .$256 _______ - ------ 35.40 28.40' 21.80 14.80 8. 00 2. 50 0 0 0 0 0 
$256 ______________ $264 _______ ------- 36.60 29.60 22.90 16.20 9.00 3.40 0 0 0 0 0 

Wz:::::::::::::: $272 ______ -- ------ 37.80 30.80 24.00 17.70 9.90 . 4.40 0 0 0 0 0 
$280 _______ -- ----- 39.00 32.00 25.10 18.80 . 10.90 5. 30 0 0 0 0 0 

$280 _______ ------- $288.------------- 40.20 33.20 26.30 19.90 ' 12.20 6.30 . 70 0 0 0 0 
$288 __ ------------

$296 ________ ._ ----- 41.40 34.40 27.50 20.90 13.60 7.20 1. 70 0 0 0 0 $296 _____________ 

~~~=:::::::::::::; 42.60 
' 

35.60 28.70 22.00 15.10 8. 20 2. 70 0 0 . 0 0 
$304 ______________ 43.80 36.80 29.90 23.10 16.50 9.20 3.60 0 0 0 0 
$312 ________ ------ $320 __________ - --- 45.00 38.00 31.10 24.20 17.90 10.10 4.60 0 0 0 0 
$320 ______________ $328 ________ ------ 46.20 39.30 32.30 25.30 19.00 11.10 5. 50 0 0 0 0 
$328 _____ --------- $336 ______ -------- 47.40 40.50 33.50 26.50 20.10 12.50 6. 50 .90 0 0 0 

$336.------------- $344 _______ ------- 48.60 41.70 34.70 27.70 21.20 14.00 7.40 1. 90 0 0 0 
$344 _____ --------- $352 _______ ------- 49.80 42.90 35.90 28.90 22.30 15.40 8.40 2.90 0 0 0 
$352 ____ ---------- $360 _______ ------- 51.00 44.10 37. 10 30.10 23.40 16.80 9.40 3.80 0 0 0 
$36() ____ -- -------- $368 _______ ------- 52.20 45.30 38.30 31.30 24.50 18. 10 10.30 4.80 0 0 0 
$368 ___ - ---------- $376 _____ --------- 53.40 46.50 39.50 32.50 25.GO 19.20 11.40 5. 70 .20 0 0 
$376 _____ --------- $384 ___ ----------- 54.60 47.70 40. 70 33.70 26.80 20.30 12.80 6. 70 1. 20 0 0 
$384 _________ ----- $392 ________ - ----- 55.90 48.90 41.90 35.00 28.00 21.40 14.30 7. 70 2.10 0 0 
$392 ______________ $400 ______________ 

57: 10 50.10 43.10 36.20 29.20 22.50 15.70 8.60 3.10 0 0 
$400 _____________ 

$420.----------- -- 59.20 .52.20 45.20 38.30 31.30 24.40 18.10 10.30 4. 70 0 0 
$42() ____ -- -------- $440 _______ ------- 62.20 55.20 48.20 41.30 34.30 27.30 20.80 13.50 7.10 1. 60 0 
$440 ______________ $460 ______________ 65.20 58.20 51.20 44.30 37.30 30.30 23.60 17.10 9. 50 4.00 0 
$460 ______ -------- $48() __ ------------ 68.20 61.20 54.30 47.30 40.30 33.-ro 26.40 20.00 12.40 6.40 .80 
$480 ___ ----------- $500 .• ------------ 71.20 64.20 57.30 50.30 43.30 36.40 29.40 22.70 16.00 8.80 3.20 
$5()0 ____ ---------- $520_- ------------ 74.20 67.20 GO. ~O 53.30 46.30 39.40 32.40 25.40 19.10 11.20 5. 60 
$520 ______________ 

$540 ___ ----------- 77.20 70.30 6.'l. 30 66.30 49.40 42.40 35.40 28.50 21.80 14.80 8.00 
$540 ____ - --------- $500 ________ ------ 80.20 73.30 66.30 59..30 52.40 45.40 38.40 31.50 24.60 18.20 10.40 
$560 ______________ $5RO ____ ---------- 83.20 76.30 69.30 62.30 55.40 48.40 41.40 34.50 27.50 21.00 13.70 
$580 ____ • _______ -- $600 __ ------------ 86.20 79.30 72.30 65.30 58.40 51.40 44.40 37.50 30.50 23.70 17.30 
$6QO _______ ------- $640 _________ - ---- 90.80 83.80 76.80 69.90 62.90 65.90 49.00 42.00 35.00 28.10 21.50 
$640 ______________ $680 _________ ----- 96.80 89.80 82.80 75.90 . 68.90 61.90 55.00 48.00 41.00 34.10 27.10 
$fl8Q _______ ------- $720 ________ ------ 102.80 95.80 8!!. 90 81.90 74.90 6.~. 00 61.00 54.00 47.10 40.10 33.10 
$720 ______________ 

$700 __ - ----------- 108.80 101.90 94.90 87.90 81.00 74.00 67.00 60.10 53.10 46.10 39.20 
$760 ________ ------ $800 ________ -- ---- 114.80 107.90 100.90 93.90 87.00 80.00 73.00 66.10 59:10 52.10 45.20 
$800 _________ ----- $840.------------- 120.90 113.90 106.90 100.00 93.00 86.00 79.10 72.10 65.10 58.20 51.20 
$840 _______ ------- $880 _____ --------- 126.90 119.90 112.90 105.00 99.00 92.00 85.10 78.10 71.10 64. 20 57.20 
$8RO ________ - ----- $920 ___ - ---------- 132.90 125.90 119.00 112. 00 105.00 98.10 91.10 84.10 77.20 70.20 63.20 
$920 ____________ -- $900 __ ------------ 138.90 132.00 125.00 118. 00 111.10 104.10 97.10 90.20 . 83.20 76.20 69.30 

$960-------------- $1,000.----------- 144.90 138.00 131.00 124.00 117.10 110.10 103.10 96.20 89.20 82.20 75.30 

115 percent of the excess over $1;000 plus 

$1,000 and over----------------------: 147.90 141.00 1 134.00 127.00 120.10 113.10 106.10 1 99.20 1 92. 20 85.20 1 78.30 
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If the pay-roll period with respect to an employee is a daily pay-roll period or a miscellaneous pay-roll period-

And the wagei divided by'tl:ie num· 
ber of days in such period are-

At least . But less than 
0 2 

And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

3 ' ' 5 6 8 110 or more 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be the following amount multiplied by the number of days in such period 
. 

$0................ $1.50. ······------ 12% of wages 
$1.50 ••••••••••••• $1.75_____________ $0.20 

$0 w w • w 
0 0 0 0 0 

$0 $0 
6 0 

$1.75 ••••••••••••• $2 .. 00 •••.• ~ --- - --- . 20 .05 0 0 i) 0 0 0 
$2.00 ••••••••••••.• . $2..2,5_____________ • 25 . .05 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$2.21) _____________ $2.50 ____________ ~ . . 30 

$2.50.----- - ------ "$2.75~- ----------- • 30 
.10 0 0 0 0 
• 15 0 0 I· ·' 0 0 

0 0 . 
0 0 

$-2~9"5 ______ _.______ $3.00.- _______ ·____ - • 35 .15 0 0 0 0 0 0 

it~::::= ===·====~= ~:·~=: == ~~:~~ ==== : !& 
.20, 0 .o 0 0 
.~ .M 0 0 0 

0 0 
0 .() 

$3.50:. ~ -----~------ $3.75_- --------·--- • 45 •. 25 .05 0 0 0 0 0 

fi~il~~~~~~~.~~~~~~ iri.~~~~~·~~~~~~~i Ji, 
~·:~-==·====:=====~ . ~~= ============ ;~~: 
t~:~g=======:====~~ ~.~:~·=· ====~====== = :~ ; $6-;00. ------------ $6.25.- --~;_______ . 85 . 

in~ ~=;=~~~~~i~ n:a: ~ ~=~·~~~~=~~i .: H 

· 11·:;~j~!ii~~ ~lll!i!iiilii:r ·11: 
~~~&a::·========~·= !~&~~= ::= ===~===; t :g: ··-
$10.50 __ _______ ~ ~·-· $11.00 .••... :.~ : . 1 1. 55i 

iH:~:::::;:=;::: :iH:~==~~~::::::: ~ t ~: 
$12.50 •• --- ~-= --- : '•.$13.op____________ 1:'i5' 

~g;~~ = ========== ~itg&: ========= == ~: 68' . 
$14.00 ••••.•.••. ~. $14.50.·:.~·-------- 2.il5 
$14.50.----------- $!5.00.- ----- ----- 2.15• 
$15.00 .••••••••••• $15.fi0____________ 2. 20, 
$15.50 •• •• -------- $Hl.OO............ 2. 30, 

, $16.00 •• __________ $16.50.------ ----- 2. 35' 
$16.50 ____________ $17.00 ___________ : 2. 45 
$17.00 ••••• ~ --- - --· .$17 . .5()____________ 2. 50 ' 

.so .10 0 0 0 

.30 .15 0 D 0 
• 3/i ~ 15 ·' o· d o o 
::g. :~ ~.05 g g 
• 45 . . 25 ' . 05 0 .0 
.50. .30' .10 0 . 0 
. 55 • 30. .15 . 0 0 . 
.~0 .351 .15 0 0 
.65: .35 ' .20 0 0 
.65. .40 .20 .05 0 . .7"' .45 .25 .05 0 
. 751 . 50, . 30 . 10 0. 
. 75' : 55f '30 . 10 0 

. , 80 . . 60~ ,., . 35 , . · . .15 1 0' 
::~ ~ ..... .65, .35 .. 20 , 0 . ' ' 

-.90 . . . ':~& :, ) -:~ .. . :.;g, :~ , f 
951 . • 75; .' • .. 5550 1 .. . 25 ! .. . :10 1 

· 1: ool .. ':1'5 ~ • , · .. . • :30! · · .10 
- 1.001 80 ., · :ooi 35 ·· • · ---.-15! 

~:~j· '.:: -- ~·~! ·.,.·: :~l .: .. ·. ~ ~1~! :>·\~;-~~ : 
f~M: 1:~1 · ~ -J~ ~~ ~--·-· _:~6"55.; ·::.··,: :·:_t

40

5
·: 

1. 30: 1:·10' 85 • 
1. 40 11.·. 2155:, :90

1 

• • 70 . . 45 . 
·1. 45· ' --1. ooi . 75 . . 55 

~: gg: . . U&l ~: ~~ ; : ~&l· ·: ~g · 
1. 70; . 1. 45 1. 20• 1. 00 \ . 75 
1.75 1:ss1 1. ao : 1.os1 .85 , 
1. 85 1. 60 • 1. 35 ! 1.15j . 90 · 
1. 90 1. 70 1. 45 i 1. 20 , 1. 00 , 
2.00 1.75i 1.50\. 1.30 . 1.05, 
2. 05 1. 85 1. 60- 1. as; 1. u;; 
2.15 1. 90 . 1. 65 ' 1. 45! 1. 20 

~jg ~:~g i' t~& · t~g ; t~~ l 

0· 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
g g ' 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
.0 : 0 

'; ... 3:._.... g 

f.~·.:r;~; ;· .. :: :·:r : · 
; . 0 . 0 

.051 0 
: 05 1 o . 

·· . . 1o: ··· o· 
.. ~ 1ti; . . •, 0 -. 

·:~ 1 .· ••. ·
0.os· 

. 30 .15• 
·10 .20 
. 45 . 25 
• .'i5 .ao· 
.65 .35 
. 70 .45 
. 75 . 55 
.85 . 65 
.so . 70 

1.00 . 75 
1.05 .85 
1. 1.5 . 90 

"$17:50 ____________ $~8.00 ____ .________ 2.60 

~~~:~=== ~=== ====·= ~i~:~=:~========~ ~: ~~ 
$19:00_- ---------- $19.50.-- --------- 2. 80 
$19:50 _____ ~ ------ $20.00____________ 2. 00 
$20.00 ____________ '$21.00 ___________ : .. . 3: 00 ' 
$2l.OO _____ J_. _____ .$22.00 _______ . ---- 3.15, 
$22.00. --~- ---- --- $23.00.----------- 3. 30 

~:~~ : ~:M ~ ~:~ · · t~ · :t~ i 
~:~ ; • c • ,• ~J~ , ~:~~ ; .. -I'~ i c r~g · 
~: ~~ \ ., ~:-E~ · ~: ~g .. ~: t3· t~r 
290 . 2~ 2~ 2~ 200 
3. 05 2. 85 2. 60. 2. 40 2. 15 

1.20 1.00 
1. 3P .. 1. 05• 

t~~ ·tM· 
1. 5t> 1. 30 ~ 
1. 65 1. 40 
1. 80 1. 55 
1. 95 1. 70 

$23.00 _____ __ _____ '$24.00____________ 3.46 
$24:00.----------- l-$25.00.- - ~- ------- 3. 00 

~g:~~=========~= --~~:&g::::::::::: : ~: ~· 
$27.00.- --------~- ' $28.00.- ---------- •. 05 
$28.00. ______ ·: ____ "'$29.00 •• ---------~ . ·. ' •. 20 
$29.00 •• ·--------- $30.00.----------- 4. 35. 

3. 20 3.00 2. 75 ' 2. 55 2. 30 ' 
3.35 3.15i ~:~~ · 2.7{) t '·· 2.45 . 

~:ro; t!~~ · a.2o : tgg· ~:~' 
3 85' 3. 00 • 3. 35 3.15. . . 2. !clO; 
1:oo; . a. 75 a. ro a. 30! a.-.o.s, 
4.111\ . . 3. 90 3. 65: 3. 45~ 3. 20 ' 

.2.10 1. 85• 
2. 25 2. 00 
2.40 2.15 
2. 55 , , 2. 30 
2. 701 2.46. 
2.85 2. 00 
3.00 2.75' 

"'' ': 
16 percent -of the excess over $30 plus 

$30.00 and over ___________________ _ 
- 4.451 4.20 1 _ a.osl 3. 75 a.ao J.: 3.30 3.051 2.851 

.-!"\. 

, r ~ 
t l"l 

$0 
.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 -
0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 

.0 . 
0 
0 

.0 
0 .. 
o
o 
0 
0 
0 

.... 0 . 
0. 

_8::. ~· 
.. 0 .... 

. 0·.' 
..... 0 ··-

0 
0 

-· 0·· . ·o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 . 
.05 
.15 
.20 

. .• 25 
.30 
. 35 
.45 
• 55 
. 65 
. 70 
. 75 
.85 
.90 

1.00 
1. 05 
1.15 
1.30 
1.45 
1. 60 
1. 75 
1. 90 
2.05 
2.20 
235 
2.50 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

· o 
0 

.g 
' 0 

0 
.0 
· o 

··- ' 0 
· o 

-, 0 
. 0 
· o 

0 
i 0 

0 
0 

.0 
·- . 0 
. I 1)-

0 ... 
';. 6 . 
. 0 

";I 0 
.0 

: 0 . 
0 

' O 
0 

' O 
.0 
0 
0 

• I 0 
0 ; . 
0 
0 

.05 

.15 

.20 

.25 

.30 

.35 

.45 
.. 55 
.00 
• 70 
. 75 
.85 
.9'5 

1.10 
1. 25· 
1. 4() 
1. 55 
1. 70 
1. 85 
2.00 
2.15 
2.30 

2.351 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
o· 
·o 
o· ~ 
0 -
o· 

.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
·o· 

__ .o:. 
0 
o·:, 

·· o·· 
0 
0 
0. 
0 
0 
.o 
0 
0 
() 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.05 
.10 
.20 
.25 
.30 
.35 
;45 
.55 
• flO 
• 70 
.85 

1. oo· 
1.15 
1. 30 
1. 45' 
1.60 
1. 75 
1.90 
2.05 

·: 
2.15 
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And in lieu thereof to insert the fol-lowing: 
If the pay-roll period with respect to an employee ·is weekly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

At least But less than 
2 6 7 8 0 3 6 9 110 or more 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-;-_ 

------------1--~-----~l--------~------~-------~----·----------~--------~----~~-------·------~-------~--------
$0.-------------- - $11 • •• ------ - -- ~·- - 12%ofwage$ $11__ ___ ;; ___ ___ ___ $12________ _______ $1.40 

$1'2 •• --- - - - --- - - ~- $13 .• • ~ --- - -- --.- -- 1. 50 

!~t==== == = === = = = ~fii~;= = ===~=~=·== = 1 t ~ $16 •••• • ·--- - -----"- $li ---- -- -·--- --- -· 2. 00 
$17.- ---- ----· --- - $18 •. .• . • c·-- ------ 2. 10 

;~r~=~~= = = =·:= =~-= · :l~k ==~~ = ::: :===== ~ -· - ~jg ;. ~ · 
ffi==~===== =:: =~ === l~L====~ ==== = == ~ · -· ~: ·~8 · 
~~~=======j===·=~·= · ~~===:=====·==·=== ~ . i:~8 : 
$24- -- - --- - -~ ---- - $25______________ _ . 3 10 
$25 ... " -- --~------ $21L .... ~--- -- -- -~ 3:ao · 

m=~~~~~~~;~~:~~: m~;~~~~ i.~~~~~~~I r~ 
~~======= =· =~==== ~k===== =·=-======= !: ~g $32: -• .: •• ~ •• J.-.:· __ L $33. 1. " .. :.•. :~ ---- '- •· , . :4~ 1 ; 
=-•-----------L ~~~--~----,~ ---: .. " .. :~ ;8 : 
$35~ ::::: : : : :::: ~ = • $36~ == :~:::,:::;::: ~ '' ·4:.-~;o : 
$36' ' $37 ' ., ' ,, ''5'.' 00i 

~~~m~~m!!~~ ~~~:jj=l!lj~~t 11: 
$42~ -- ~--------- ~·- .$43:2: .. :.~·. :· ___ . __ ! . ' "5.'80 ' $43 ____ _____ ______ $44.. ______ _ _._______ 6. oo : 
$44. ------------ ~·- $45. -- ~ -- : ______ :. _ 6. 10 
$45.~----- - ------ - $46 ...... ~ ~------ ~ 6. 201 
'$46 ............. ...... ..... ... ......... ~-~ .$474 ____________ .. .: ~ ... , 6. 40 . 

~~~~: 2 :::: :: ::::: ~~~== = = = ==== ~== ~ . ~:~g : $49 ______ __ _. ___ ___ $5o_______________ 6. so; 
$50 •• .:-------· --- - $5!. .. ~----------- 6. 90 j 
$5L __ ___ ____ __ ___ $52_______________ ~--goo ! 
$52 ________ - ------ $53 _____ - :. -------
$53______ __ _______ $54.______________ 7. 30 j 
$54__________ _____ $55 •••••• ·~ ----- - -- 7. 50 
$55.______ ____ ____ $56_______________ 7. 60 : 
$56 __________ _____ . $57____________ ___ 7. 70 : 
$57 ________ _______ $58______________ _ 7. 90 : 

$58 ..... ·--- ------- $59 ..•• ·.~--------· 8. 00 $59-_____ ___ _ _. _____ $60.______________ - 8.-10 , 
$60--------------- $62_______________ 8'. 30 . 
$62• .... : ___ ___ .____ $64. ~ ------------- \ 8. 6.0 

~====== = ======= =· ~~t=====·=======~ ~:~ $68.-----~- ~--- --- '$70 .......... ~ ---- 9:40 
$70 .• -----------~·- $72 ... --- ~-------- ·9.•70 

t~t=========~== = ~~-====~========== ~: ~ -$76 _________ _. ___ ~ - $78 _______________ - 10. 50 

$78""- --- - -- -'~ -"--- $80.~-------------- ~ '. 10. 80 • 

~t:::::::::::: : ~t::~:::::~::: : U: !&: 
$84_______________ $86. _____________ _ ' 11. 60 
$86_______________ $88-------"-·-.:___ 11; 90 
$88--------------- $90 ___________ .:___ 12.20 
$90--------------- $92_______________ 12.40 
$92_______________ $94_______ __ ______ 12. 70 
$94_________ ______ $96 ________ _.______ 13.00 
$96._ _____________ $98.._____________ 13.30 
$98..___ __________ $100______________ 13.50 

t~8t:::::::::::: ~~~g=============~ ~!: ~g 
$110.. ........... ·• ·$115._____________ 15. 40 
$115._____________ $120______________ 16.10 
$!20 ••••••••••••• .: $125..------------ . Hi. 80 
$125 .... --------~ - $130 •• "----------- 17.40 

iHt============ · n!t:~=~==~===== - i!: ~-$145______________ $N)Q.. ____________ . 20.20 

f~~==:: :::::::::: ~~~8:.::::::::::::: . ~~: ~ 
$170 ___ . ____ _: ___ . ___ $180______________ 23.90 
$180-------------- $190______________ 25.30 
$190---------------· $200.------'------- 26.70 

$200 and over--····-····------·------- zr.-w 

XCIII--368 

$0 $0 
.10 0 
.""20 0 
. 30 0 
. 50 0 
• f.O 0 
.70 0 
. 80· 0 
.00 0 

1.10 0 
1.20 • 0 
1. 30< - o.._. 
1. :40 .10 
1. 5o: 1 .ao' 
1. 70 • 40 
1. 80 . 50 
l. !lO .60 
2.00 . 70 
2.10 . !JO 
2.30 1. 00 
2. 40 t 1. ltl 
2. 50: 1. ·oo 
2. 60 i ' ' .. 1. 30! 
2. so ~ 1~ '50 ! '. :, 

:: gg: t ?8~ -·l· 
3. 40i ' t 891 ·-I 
3. 50 1 II 1. 901 ._,, 
3. 70 ; 2-10 
3. 90! -- l• 2· 20: •.• ,_ 
4. 1o f 2: ao: 
4.20 , 2.40 · 
4.-40 1 .-" :?. 50 : 
4. 50! 2. 7.0 . . . 

. 4. 60 1 2. 90 
4. so l a. 10 ~ 
4. oo; 3. 2o · 
5. OO : -3. 40 j 
5. 20 i 3. 601 
5. 3o : 3. soi 
~:~ ! ::~ ! 
5. 70 ' 4.30 : 
5. 90 4. 40 
6. 00 4. 50 
6.10 4. 70 ' 
6. 30 4. so. 
~: E8: ·~: i8 ~ 
6. 70 5. 20 
6. 90 · '5o40 ' 
7. 20 . 5. 70 
7.40 • 6.00! 
7. 70 .6: 20 
s. 00 6. 50 
8. 30 ·6.80 
8. 50 7. JO • 

gJ8-. ~:~8 1 
9. ao·1 • 7. 90 -
9.60 8. 20 
9. 90 , 8.4.01 .. . 

10. 20 ' 8. 70 
10.40 9. 00 
10.70 9. 30 
11.00 9. 50 
11.30 9. 80 
11.50 10. 101 

~u8 : ~8j& : 
12.60 11.10 
13. 20 . 11. 80 
13 . .90 12.50 
14.60 . 13. 20 · 
15. 30 13.80 
1u. oo· 14.50 
16.70 15.20 
17.30 15.90--
18.00 16.60 
18. 'ZO 17.-30 
19. 7.0 18. 30 
21.10 19.60 
22.50 21.00 
23.80 22. ·40 
25. 20 '23. 80 

25.90 1 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 o· I II 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
~ f.' 

.. :~:.·· 
-~ -
.~40 i 
®·'·: .. 

-:7o1 
. . so: 
-·~ 90 ~-. 
too' 

. 1, 10:. 
l . SO • 
1.4Q• 
1.50. 
1. M: 
1. 70 · .• 
1. -SO' 
2.oo; 
2.10 j 
2.20: 
2.30 ; 
2. 40 ~ 
2. 60 : 
2. 80• 
2. ,00 · \ 

·3, 10;' 
3. 30 , 
3. 50 
3: 70 ' 
3.90i. 
4 .. 20! . 
4.50 
4.80! 

.5.10 . 

~:~&!. 
5. 901 
6. 10. 
6. 40, 
6. 70, 
7 . .001 
7. 20 
7. 50 
7.80 
8.10 
8.30 
8. 60 . 
8.90 , 
9.20: 
9.60 

10.30 
11. 00 

. -11. 70 ' 
12.40 
13.10 
13.70 
14. 40 
15. 10 
15.80 
16.80 

'18.20 
19. 60 
20. 90 
22.30 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
o.
o-
0 
o-
g. 
0 
0 
0 
0 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

"0 
O·' 

r• ~ 
, 0 

0 ' 
~ 0 ' 

0 
0 
0 
0 0 

0 
0 

8 
J ", "::e~ ~ o: 

l ,·':' 0 .. 
0 ' o 

0 I 

0 ' .. 

g 1 
0 . ! 
0 
0 
.10 
.20 
.30 i 
. so: 
.601 
. 70 : 

._.80 

r~i 
1.201 

1.30' 
1. 40: 
1. 50J 
1. 60, 
1 . .80: 
1. so· 
2.00' 
2.20 : 

t-~8~ 
3. 1.0: 
3.40'i 
3.80. 
4.10 
4. 40: 
4. 70: 
5.00 

-5. 20' 
5.50 
5.80" 
6.10 
6. 30 
6.60 
6. 90 
7.10 
7. 40 
7. 70 : 
8. 2Q 
8.90 
9.50 

10. 20; 
10.90 
11. 60 
12.30 
13.00 
13.60 ' 
14.30 
15.40 
16. 70 , 
18.10 
19.50 
20.80 

·.r .. ': 
0 . ·: o : ·J 
0 
0 I 

-. 0 l o· 
• 0 1 

0 1 

& : 
0 I 

0 
0 
g I 

0 
.10 
.20 . 
.40 
.50 
.60 
• 70 
.90; 

1.101 
1. 40, 
1. 60' 
1. 90 
2.10. 
2. 30 
2:-60 
3.00 
3.301 

3'. 701 

4.00, 
4.30 
4.60 
4. 90 
5.10 
5.40 
5. 70 
6.00 
6. 20 
6. 70 
7.40 
8.10 
8.80: 
9.50 

,10.10 
10.8.0. 
11. 50-
12.20 
12. 90 
13.90 
15. 30 
16. 60 ' 
.18. 00 
19:40 

$0 $0 $0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

~0 0 0 
0 1 v 0 0 
0 0 0 

8 -f ' ·' 8--- g 
·o _ o o 
0 0 0 
o- -.. o o-
o 0 0 
0 0 0 

· o o o 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 . 
0 0 0, 
o o· o 

t · g I . • ,g I _'- _g 
0 -j l":·' -g ::- - :~:-: 8. --

·:g I 0 0 .. 
o-. o,-_i--- -~ o ... 

.• ~ 1-·- .. -. g. }i " ---g-
: 0 1 • 0 l 0 .. -8 . . , ' g -- . .. g-

o< . i 0 . 0 

-8 ' g g 
0 0 0 
g j 8 1 g ... 
0 l 0 0 

8 ! I• g g 
0 i 0 I 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
·0 ' 0 0 
0 0 1 0 
0 0 0 
-o o o 
0 -' 0 0 
0 0 I 0 
.1.91 0 0 
.30' 0 .. 0 
.60 0 0 
. 80. -o 0 
1.1~ 0 0 
1.3~ 0 0 
1. 50 • 30 0 
1.80 .50 0 

·2. ao: . 70· o 
2.~, .. I..oo · 0 
2. 50, 1.20 0 
2. 80 1. 50 • 20 
3. 20 1. 70 • 40 
3. 60 1. 90 • 70 
3. 90 2. 20 . 90 
4. 20 2. 40 1. 10 
4. 50 2. 70 -1. 40 
4. 80' 3. 10 1. 60 
5. 30 3. 70 2.00 ' 
5 . ..90 4. 50 2. 70 
6. 60 5 .. 20 3. 60 
7. 30· 5. 801 4. 40 
8. oo. 6. 50• 5.10 
8. 70 7. 20 5. 70 
9. 40 7. 90 6. 4{) 

10. 00· 8. 60· 7. 10 
10. 70 9. 30 7. 80 
u. 40 .- . 9. 90 8. 50 
12. 40 11.00 9. 50 
13. 80 12. 30 10. 90 
15 . .20 13. 70 12. 20 
16. 50 15. 10 13. 60 
17:90 . 1'6: 40 15.00 

14 percent of the excess over $200 plus 

23.00 1 21.50 1 20.10 1 18.60 1 17.10 1 15.70 1 

$0 $0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 . 0 
0 .. 0 
0 -- 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 - .-:-.· 0 
0 0 
0 0 

· ·o . o 
. 0 ... 0 
0 . - 0 
0 -- - 0 · : 
0 . . .0 : 
0 0 ., ·o _ __ o 

.:0. --- 0 . ' 
0 -- 0 o... o· : 

. 0. -- -- -- 0 . 
0.. -- 0 
0 0 
o· o : o. _ _ _____ _ o 
0 . 0 : 
0 0 

.• 0 .. -- -- -- 0 
0. 0 
0_ 0 
0 ,0 
0 -- 0 ; 
0 0 
0 0 : 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 : 
0 0 
0 0 : 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 o n 
0 0 : 
0 0 
0 0 
o o· 
0 0 
0 0 : 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 · 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 <0 
0 0 
o. 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
.10 0 
.30 0 
·:so o 
1.40 .10 
2. 00 ' . . 70 
2.00 1. 30 
3.·50 1.90 
4. 30 2. 50 
5.00 3.'30 
5, 70 4.20 
6. 30 4. 90 
7. 00 5. 60 
8. 10 6. 60 
9. 40 " 8. 00 

10. 80 9. 30 
12.20 10.70 
13.50 12.10 

14.20 1 12.70 



5832 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- SENATE MAY 27 
If the pay-roll pe1·iocL with respect to an employee is biweekly-

And the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

l l l ~ I I 
r 

I I l 110 or more 0 1 2 3 ' I) 6 7 R 9 
At least But less than 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0_- --------------
$20 ______________ ~ 

12%ofwages $0 ~ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ~0 $() $0 
$20_ -------------- $22 ____ ----------- $2. co 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$22_ -------------- $24 __ ~------- ----- 2.80 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$24_ -------------- $_26 __ - ------------ 3.00 .40 0 - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$26 ______ -- ------- $28_- ------------- 3. 20 . • 7.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$28_ -------------- $30 ___ ------------ 3.50 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$30 __ - ------------ $32 ________ ------- 3. 70 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 
$32 __ ------------- $34 ____________ --- 4.00 1.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$34_-- ------------ $36_ -------------- 4. 20 1.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$36 __ ------------- $38_- ------------- 4.40 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$38_ -------------- $40 __ --- ---"--- --- 4.70 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $40 ______________ - $42 __ -- ----------- 4.90 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $42 _______________ $44 __ -- ---~ _: ----- 5. 20 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$44_-- ------------ $46 ___ -- ---------- 5.50 2.80 .30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $46 __________ ----- $48 _______________ 5.90 3. 10 .50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $48 _______________ 

$50 __ ------------- 6.20 3.30 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$50 __ ------------- $52 ___ ------------ 6.60 3. 50 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$52_-------------- $54 ___ ------------ 7.00 3.80 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$54 ____ ----------- $56 ___ ------------ 7.30 ~00 1.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$56_------:------- $58 __ ------------- 7. 70 4.30 1. 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $5~1_ ________ - ----- $60 ________ ------- 8.00 4.50 1. 90 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 () 
$00_ -------------- $62 ________ --- ---- 8.30 4. 70 2.20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $62 _______________ $64 ______ -; ____ ---- 8.60 li.OO 2.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 o· 0 $M ______________ $GIL ________ ------ 8. 90 5.30 2. 70 . 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$66 ___ ------------ $68 _______ -------- 9. 20 li.60 2. 90 .30 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$68_ -------------- $70_ -------------- 9.40 6.00 3.10 .60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $70 _________ ------ $72 __ -- ----------- 9. 70 6.40 3.40 .80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $72 _______________ 

$74 ___ ------------ 10.00 6. 70 3.60 1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $74 _________ ------ $76 ___ ------------ 10. 30 7.10 3. 90 1. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$76_ --------------

$78 _____________ -- 10.50 7. 40 4.10 1./iO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$78_ -------------- $80_- ------------- 10.80 7.80 4.30 1.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $80 _______________ 

$82 ___ ---~-------- 11.10 8.20 4. 60 2.00 0 0 0 0 _0 0 0 
$82_ --------------

$84 _____________ -- 11.40 8.40 4. 80 2. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $8-L _____________ 
$86 __ - ------------ 11.60 8. 70 5.10 2.50 0 : 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$86_ -------------- $88 ___ ------------ 11.90 9.00 li.40 2. 70 .20 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$88_ -------------- ~;9()_- ------------- 12.20 9.30 5.80 3.00 . 40 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 
$90_ -------------- $92_- ------------- 12.40 9. 50 6.10 a.2o . 70 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$92_ -----------~-- $94 ________ ·-----~- . 12.70 9.80 6.50 3.50 .90 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$~--------------- $96 __ ------------- 13.00 10.10 6.80 3. 70 ·1.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$96.-------------- $98_ -------------- 13.30 10.30 7.20 3.90 1.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$98_ -------------- $100_- ------------ 13.50 10.60 7.60 4. 20 1.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$]()()_ ------------- $102 ____ ---------- 13.80 10.90 7. 90 4. 40 1, 90 I 0 0 0 0 0. 0 
$102_ ------------- $104_--- ---- ---·-- 14.10 11.20 8. 20 ~ 70 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 0 $104... ____ - -------- $106_ ------------- 1~4.0 11.40 8./iO 4.90 2. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$106_ -------------

$108 ______________ 
14.60 11.70 8. 80 5.10 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 0 

$108_-- -------- : _-
$110 ______________ 14.00 12.00 9.10 5. 50 . 2. 80 .30 0 0 0 0 0 

$110 __ -- .. --------- $112.------------- 15.20 12.30 9.30 5. 90 3.10 . 50 0 0 0 0 0 
$112_- ------------ $114 __________ ---- 15.50 12.50 9.60 6. 20 3.30 . 70 0 0 0 0 0 
$114_ ------------- $116 __________ -- -- 15.70 12.80 9.90 6.60 3.50 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 
$116_- ------------ $118 __ ------------ 16.00 13.10 10.20 6.90 3.80 1. 20 0 0 0 0 0 
$118 ___ ----------- $120 ________ --- --- 16 .. 30 13.40 10. 40 7.30 . 4.00 1. 50 0 0 0 0 0 
$120_ ------------- $124..------------- 16.70 13.80 10.80 7.80 4.40 1. 80 0 0 o· 0 0 
$124 ___ ----------- $128 .. ------------ 17.20 14.30 11.40 8.50 4.90 2.30 0 0 0 0 0 
$128 __ ------------ $132 __________ ---- 17.80 14.90 11.90 9.00 5.40 2.80 .20 0 0 0 0 
$132_- ------------ $136_--- ---------- 18.30 15.40 12.50 9.110 6.20 3. 30 . 70 0 0 0 0 
$136_------------- $140 __ ------------ 18.90 16.00 13.00 10.10 6. 90 3. 70 1.20 0 0 0 8 
$140_ -------------- $144_------------- 19.40 16.50 13.60 10.70 7.60 4.20 1. 70 0 0 0 0 
$144_--- ---------- $148_-- ----------- 20.00 17.00 14.10 11.20 ' 8.30 4. 70 2.10 0 0 0 0 
$1-48_ ---- ----~---- $152_-- ----------- 20.50 17.60 14.70 11.80 8.80 5. 20 2.60 .10 0 0 0 $152 _____________ -

$156_- ------------ 21.10 18.10 15.20 ' 12.30 9.40 5. 90 3.10 .50 0 0 0 
$156 ___ ----------- $160_ ------------- - 21.60 18.70 15.80 12,80 I 9. 90 ' 6.60 3.60 1.00 0 0 0 
$160_ ------------- $164 _______ -- ----- 22.20 l9. 20 16.30 13.40 10.50 7.40 ' 4.00 1.50 ,() 0 0 -. 
$164_ ------------- $168__ ____ -------- 22.70 19.80 16.90 13.90 11.00 ' 8.10 . 4. 50 2.00 0 0 0 $1111L ____________ 

$172_- ------------ 23.30 :/V.30 17.40 14.50 . 11.60 8.60 ' 5.00 2.40 0 0 0 
$172.------------- $176 ____ - --------- 23.80 20.90 18.00 15.00 . 12.10 9. 20 5. 70 2. 90 .40 0 0 $176 ___________ --- $180_ ------------- 24.40 21.40 18.50 15.60 12.70 9. 70 6.40 3.40 .80 0 0 
$180 ___ ----------- $184_ ---~ --------- 24.90 22.00 19.10 16.10 13.20 10.30 7.10 3. 90 1.30 : o 0 $184 ______________ 

$188_ ---~ --------- 25.40 22.50 19.60 16.70 ' 13.80 10.80 7.80 4. 40 1.80 0 0 $188 ______________ 
$192_ ------------- 26.00 23.10 20.10 17.20 1~30 11.40 8. 50 4.80 2.30 0 0 

$192 ___ ----------- $196.------------- 26.50 23.60 20.70 17.80 . 14.80 11.90 9.00 5.40 2. 80 .20 0 $11}{i_ _____________ $200 _________ ----- 27.10 24.20 21.20 18.30 15.40 12.50 9. 50 6.10 3.20 .70 0 
$200_ ------------- $210 _____ --------- 28. -oo 25.10 22.20 19.30 16.40 13.40 10.50 7.40 4.10 1.50 0 $210 ______________ $220 _________ ----- 29.40 26.50 23.60 20.60 - 17.70 14.80 11.90 9. 00 5.40 2. 70 .20 $220 ______________ 

$230 _____ --------- 30.80 27.90 24.90 22.00 19.10 16.20 13.20 10.30 7.2.0 3. 90 1.40 
$23Q_ ------------- $240 ____ ---------- 32.10 29.20 26.30 23.40 20 . .'lO - 17.50 14.60 11.70 8.80 li.lO 2.60 $240 _____ --------- $250_ ------------- 33.50 ~ 30.60 27.70 24.70 21.80 18.90 16.00 13.10 10.10 6.90 3. 70 $25() ______________ $260 _______ ------- 34.90 32.00 29.00 26.10 23.20 20.30 17.30 14.40 11.50 8. 60 ~90 $260 _________ ----- $270_- ------------ 36.30 33.30 30.40 27.50 24.60 21.60 18.70 15.80 12.90 9. 90 6. 70 
$270 ___ ----------- $280 __ ------------ 37.60 34.70 31.80 28.90 25.90 23.00 20.10 17. ::o 14.20 11.30 8.40 $28() ___________ ---

$290_- ------------ 39.00 36.10 33.10 30.20 27.30 24.40 21.40 18.50 15.60 12.70 9.80 
$290 ___ ----------- $300 __ ------------ 40.40 37.40 34.50 31.60 28.70 25. 7o 22. 80 19.90 17.00 H.OO 11.10 $300 _____________ ~ $320 ________ ~----- 42.40 39.50 36.60 33.60 ·3o. 70 27.80 24.90 21.90 19.00 16.10 13.20 $320 ______________ $340 ________ ------ 45.10 42.20 39.30 36.40 I 33.50 30.50 27.60 24.70 21.80 18.&0 15.00 $34() ______________ $360 ___________ --- 47.90 45.00 42.00 39.10 36.20 . 33.30 30.30 27.40 24.50 21.60 18.60 $360 _________ ----- $380_ ------------- 50.60 47.70 44.80 41.80 38.90 36.00 33.10 30.20 27.20 24.30 21.40 
$380 _____ --------- $4()() ___________ --- 53.40 50.40 47.50 44.60 41.70 38.70 35.80 32.90 30.00 27.00 24.10 

14 percent of the excess over $400 plus 

$400 and over_.·--·····-···----·----· ~70 1 51.80 l 48.00 I 46.00 t .a.oo j 40.10 I 37.20 1 34.30 1 31.30 1 28. 40 1 25.50 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL' RECORD-SENATE 
If the pay-roll period-w'ith respect to an employee· is semimonthly-

And. the wages are- And the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 

At least But less than 

~i============== -~~=============== 12o/oof$'f.foes $24............... $26_______________ 3. 00 
$26_______________ $28_______________ 3. 20 

m=============== ~g=============== ~: ~ $32 _______________ $34_______________ 4. 00 
$34_______________ $36_______________ 4. 20 
$36_______________ $38_______________ 4. 40 
$38_______________ $40 __ J________ ____ 4. 70 
$40 _______________ $42_______________ 4. so 
$42_______________ $44_______________ 5. 10 

r~=============== tL======·======= ~: ~g $48_______________ $50 ______ ::_______ 6. 00 
$50_______________ $52_______________ 6. 40 
$52_______________ $54_______________ 6. 70 
$54.______________ $56_______________ 7.10 
$56·-------------- $58_______________ 7. ISO 
$58_______________ $60_______________ 7. 80 
$60 _________ .______ $62. _________ ._____ 8. 20 
$62_______________ $64_______________ 8. 50 
$64_______________ $66_______________ 8. 90 
$66_______________ $68.___________ ___ 9. 20 
$68.______________ $70 •••• ~---------- 9. 40 
$70_______________ $72.______________ 9. 70 
$72_______________ $74___ ____ ________ 10.00 
$74_______________ $76_______________ 10.30 
$76.______________ $78.______________ 10. 50 
$78 ... ------------- $80______________ _ 10.80 
$80 _______________ $82__ _____________ 11.10 
$82 _______________ $84_______________ 11.40 
$84 _______________ $86. ---·------ · - - -- 11. !')() 
$86 _______________ $88 -------------- 11.90 $..'!8______________ $90 _______ .. ______ 12. 20 

$90--------------· $92 -------------- 12.40 
$92 -------------- $94_______________ 12.70 
$94 •• ------------ $96_______________ 13.00 
$96 _______________ $98 -------------- 13.30 
$98 -------------- $100______________ 13.1\0 
$100 .•• -------·---- $102___ ___________ 13.80 
$102______________ $104______________ 14. 10 
$104______________ $106______________ 14.40 
$106 ______________ $108______________ 14.60 
$108______________ $110______________ 14.90 
$110______________ $112______________ 15.20 
$112______________ $114______________ 15. 50 
$114 •• ~----------- $116______________ 15. 70 
$116______________ $118______________ 16.00 

!H~===~========== n~~==;=========== ~~J8 $128______________ $132._ _______ _____ 17.80 

hi~~~==~:::::::~ i!~::;:~~:==~~==: ~· ~ 
$148______________ $152______________ 20. 50 
$lli2______________ $156 ••• ·---------- - 21. 10 
$156-______________ $160______________ 21. 60 
$160______________ $164______________ 22. 20 

$500 and over-------------------------

I 2 l 
$0 
0 
.20 
• 50 
.70 
.90 

1.:20 
1. 40 
1. 70 
1.90 
2.10 
2.40 
2.60 
2.90 
3.10 
3-.30 
3.60 
3.80 
4.10 
4.30 
4.50 
4.80 
5.00 
5.20 
5.50 
5.80 
6. 20 
6.50 
6.90 
7.30 
7.60 
8.00 
8. 30 
8. 70 
9.00 
9.30 
9.60 
9.80 

10.10 
10.40 
10.70 
10.90 
11.20 
11.50 
11.70 
12.00 
12.30 
12.60 
12.80 
13.10 
13. 50 
14.10 
14.60 
15.20 
15.70 
16.30 
16.80 
17.40 
17.90 
18.40 
19.00 
19.50 
20.10 
20.60 

• 21.20 
21.70 
22.30 
22.80 
23. 40 

. 23.90 
24.90 
26.20 
27.60 
29.00 
30.30 
31.70 

. 33.10 
34.50 
35.80 
37.20 
39.20 
42.00 
44.70 
47.40 
50.20 
52.90 
55.70 
58.40 
61.10 
63.90 

6S.20 I 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.36 
.60 
.80 

1.00 
1. 30 
1. 50 
J. 80 
2.00 
2.20 
2.50 
2. 70 
3.00 
3,20 
3.40 
3. 70 
3.00 
4. 20 

., 4. 40 
4.60 
4.90 
5.10 
5. 40 
5. 60 
6.00 
6.30 
6. 70 
7.10 
7.40 
7.80 
8.10 
8. 50 
8. 90 
9.10 
9.40 
9. 70 
9. 90 

10.40 
10.90 
11.50 
12.00 
12.50 
13.10 
13.60 
14.20 
14.70 
15.30 
15.80 
16.40 
16.90 
17.50 
18.00 
18. GO 
19. 10 
19. 70 
20.20 
20. 80 
21.70 

. 23.10 
24.40 
25.80 
27. 20 
28.60 
29.90 
31.30 

. 32.70 
34.00 
36.10 
38.80 
41.50 
44.30 
47.00 
49.80 
52.· 50 
55.20 
58.00 
60.70 

62.10 1 

3 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.20 
.40 
• 70 
. 90 

1.10 
1. 40 
1. 60 ' 
1. 90 
2.10 
2. 30 
2.60 
2.80 
3.10 
3.30 
3. 50 
3. 80 
4.00 
4.30 
4.50 
4. 70 
5.00 
5.20 
5. 50 
5.80 
6.10 
6. 70 
7.40 
8.10 
8.80 
9.40 
9. 90 

10.50 
11.00 
11.60 
12.10 
12.70 
13.20 
13.80 
14.30 
14.90 
15.40 
15.90 
16.50 
17.00 
17.60 
18.50 
19.90 
21.30 
22.60 
24.00 
25.40 
26.80 

. 28.10 
29.50 
30 90 
32. 90 
35.60 
38.40 
41.10 
43.90 
46.60 
49.30 
52.10 
54..80 
57.50 

58.90 1 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.30 
. 50 
. 80 

1.00 
1. 20 
1. 50 
1. 70 
2.00 
2. 20 
2.40 
2. 70 
2.90 
3. 20 
3. 50 
4. 00 
4.50 
5.00 
5.40 
6.10 
6.80 
7.50 
8.30 
8. 90 
9.50 

10.00 
10.-60 
11.10 
11.70 
12.20 
12.80 

. 13.30 
13.90 
14.40 
15.40 
16.70 
18.10 
19.50 
20.80 
22.20 
23.60 
25.00 
26.30 
27.70 
29.70 
32.50 
35.20 
37.90 
40.70 
43.40 
46.20 
48.90 
51.60 
54..40 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.20 
,40 
• 70 

1. 20 
1. 70 
2.20 
2. 70 
3.10 
3.60 
4.10 
4.60 
5.10 
5. 50 
6.30 
7.00 
7. 70 
8.40 
9.10 
9. 60 

10.20 
10.70 

. 11. 30 
12.20 
13.60 
14.90 
16.30 
17.70 
19.10 
20.40 
21.80 
23.20 
24.50 
26.60 
29.30 
32.00 
34.80 
37.50 
40.30 
43.00 
45.70 
48.50 
51.20 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.40 
.90 

1.30 
1. 80 
2.30 
2. 80 
3. 20 
3. 70 
4. 20 
4. 70 
5. 20 
5:70 
6. 40 
7.10 
7.80 
9.00 

10.40 
11.80 
13.10 
14.50 
15.90 
17.30 
18.60 
20.00 
21.40 
23.40 
26.10 
28.90 
31.60 
34.40 
37.10 
39.80 
42.60 
45.30 
48.00 

14 percent of the excess over $500 plus 

55.70 1 52.60 1 49.40 1 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
. 50 

1. 00 
1.40 
1. 90 
2. 40 
2. so 
3.30 
3.80 
4.30 
5.10 
6. 70 
8. 50 

10.00 
11.30 
12.70 
14.10 
15.50 
16.80 
18.20 
20.20 
23.00 
25.70 
28.40 
31.20 
33.90 
36.70 
39.40 
42.10 
44,90 

8 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.10 
.60 

1.10 
1. 50 
2.40 
3.60 
4.80 
6. 20 
8.00 
9. 60 

10.90 
12.30 
13.70 
15.00 
17.10 
19.80 
22.50 
25.30 
28.00 
30.80 
33.50 
36.20 
39.00 
41.70 

9 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
·o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.80 

2. 00 
3. 20 
4.40 
5. 60 
7.40 
9.10 

10.50 
11.90 
13.90 
16.60 
19.40 
22.10 
24.90 
27.60 
30.30 
33.10 
35. 80 
38.50 

46. 20 1 _ _ 43. 10 1 39. 90 1 

5833 

110 or more 

$0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. . 0 
0 

-- 0 

I_:'_; 
0 

_0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-. 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ·o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1.60 
2.80 
4.00 
5. 20 
6.80 
8.60 

10.70 
13.50 
16.20 
18.90 
21.70 
24.40 
27.20 
29.90 
32.60 
35.40 

36.70 



5834 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 
If the pay-roll 1Jeriod·tDit1J, respect to an employee u monthl1J-

.And the wages are- And 'the number of withholding exemptions claimed is-

0 I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 .t At least But less than 

The amount of tax to be withheld shall be-

$0_ --------------- $44_ -------------- 12%ofwages $0 . $0 $0 $0 $0 '$0 $0 $44 __________ ----- $48 _______________ $5.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$48 ____ - ------ -· -- $52_-------------- 6. 00 .40 0 0 0 !l 0 0 
$52 ·-------------- $56 -------------- 6. 50 .00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$56.-------------- $60_ -------------- 6.90 1. 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$60 _____ - --------- $64_ -------------- 7.40 1. 90 0 0 () 0 8 0 
$64 ___ ------------ $68_-------------- 7. 90 2.40 0 0 0 0 ·o 
$68_-------------- $72_ -------------- 8.40 2.80 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 
$72 ____ - ---------- $76 __ ------------- 8.90 3. 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$76 ________ - ---·--- $80_-- ------------ 9.30 3.80 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$80_-------------- $84 ____ - ---------- 9.80 4.30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
$84_-------------- $88_-------------- 10.30 4.80 0 () 0 0 0 0 
$88 __ - ------------ $92.-------------- 10.80 5. 20 0 () 0 0 0 0 
$92_-------------- $96_- ------------- 11.30 5. 70 .20 0 0 0 0 0 
$96 _____________ -- $100 ___ --- -------- 12.10 6.20 .60 0 0 0 0 I 0 
$100 ___ - ----------

$104..: ____________ 12.80 6. 70 l.JO 0 0 0 0 0 
$104.------------- $108 ______ -------- 13.50 7.10 1.60 0 0 0 0 0 
$108.-------------

$112 _____________ - 14.20 7.60 2.10 0 0 0 0 0 
$112.------------- $116_- ------------ 14.90 8.10 2.60 0 0 0 0 0 
$116 •• ------------ $120.------------- 15.70 8.60 3.00 0 0 0 0 0 
$120 __ - ----------- $124.------------- 16. 4.0 9.10 3.50 0 0 0 0 0 
$124.------------- $128.------------- 17.10 9.50 4.00 0 0 0 0 0 
$128 _______ ------- $132 _____ --------- 17. so 10.00 4. 50 0 0 0 0 0 
$132 ____ ---------- $136.------------- 18.30 10.50 5.00 0 0 0 0 I 0 
$136.------------- $140_ ------------- 18.90 11.00 5.40 0 0 0 0 0 
$140.------------- $144.------------- 19.40 11.60 5. 90 .40 0 · 0 0 0 
$144 ____ ---------- $148.------------- 20.00 12.40 6. 40 .90 0 0 0 0 
$148 __ ------------ $152_ ------------- 20.50 13.10 6. so 1. 30 0 0 0 0 $152 ______________ 

$156_ ------------- 21.10 13.80 7.4.0 1.80 0 0 0 0 
$156.------------- $160.------------- 21.60 14.50 7.80 2. 30 0 0 0 0 
$160.------------- $164_ ------------- 22.20 15.20 8.30 2.80 0 0 - 0 0 
$164.------------- $168 __________ ---- 2:?. 70 16.00 8.80 3.20 0 0 0 0 
$168 _____ --- ------

$172 ______________ 
23.30 16.70 9. 30 3. 70 0 0 0 0 

$172.------------- $176_ ------------- 23.80 17.40 9. 'iO 4. 20 0 0 0 0 
$176__ ____ -------- $180_ ------------- 24.40 18.00 10.20 4. 70 0 0 0 0 
$180 ____ ---------- $184._ ____________ 24.90 18.60 10.70 5.20 0 0 0 0 $184__ ____________ $188 ____ - --------- 25.40 19.10 11.20 5.60 .10 0 0 0 $188 ____________ -- $192 ___ ----------- 26.00 19.70 12.00 6.10 .60 0 0 0 
$192 __ ------------ $196 ________ ------ 26.50 20.20 12.70 6. 60 1.10 0 0 0 
$196: ___________ -- $20Q _____ --------- 27.10 20.80 13.40 7.10 1.50 0 0 0 
$200 .• ------------ $204 ____ - -- - ------ 27.60 21.30 14.10 7.60 2. 00 0 0 . o 
$204.------------- $208-------------- 28.20 21.80 14.80 8.00 2. 50 0 0 0 
$208_ ------------- $212.----- -~-- ---- 28.70 22.40 15.60 8. 50 3.00 0 0 0 
$212_ ------------- $216 __ - ----------- 29.30 22.90 16.30 9.00 3.40 0 0 0 
$216 _____ --------- $220_--- ---------- 29.80 23.50 17.00 9. 50 3.90 0 0 0 $220 ______________ 

$224_--- ---------- 30.40 24.00 17.70 9.!l0 4.40 0 0 0 
$224 ___ - ---------- $228_------------- 30.90 24.60 18.30 10.40 4.90 0 0 0 
$228 __________ - --- $232 ____ -- -------- 31.50 25.10 18.80 10.90 5.40 0 0 0 
$232.------------- $236.------------- 32. 00 25.70 19.30 11.50 5.80 .30 0 0 
$236.------------- $240.------------- 32.60 26.20 19.90 12.30 6.30 .80 0 0 
$240 __ - ----------- $248_ ------------- 33.40 27.00 20.70 13.30 7.00 1.50 0 0 
$248 __________ ---- $256 __ ------------ 34.50 28.10 21.80 14.80 8.00 2.50 0 0 
$256~- ------------ $264 ______ -------- 35.60 29.20 22.00 16.20 9.00 3.40 0 0 $264 ______________ 

$272 ___ -- --------- 36.70 30.30 24.00 17.70 9.90 4.40 0 0 
$272 ___________ --- $280 ____ - --------- 37.80 31.40 25.10 18.80 10.90 5.30 0 0 
$280 ___ ----------- $288_ ------------- 38.00 32.50 I 26.20 19.90 12.20 6.30 . 70 0 
$288 ___ ----------- $296 ___________ --- 39.00 33.60 27.30 20.90 13.60 7.20 1. 70 0 
$296 ___ ----------- $304.------------- 41.00 34.70 28.40 ; 22.00 15.10 8.20 2. 70 8 $304 ___ -----------

$312 ______________ 
42.10 35.80 29.50 2.'!.10 16.50 9.20 3.60 

$312 __ ------------
$320 ______________ 43.20 36.90 . 30.60 24.20 17.00 10.10 4.60 0 

$320.-------------
$328 ______________ 

44.30 38.00 31.70 25.30 19.00 11.10 5.50 0 
$328_ -------------

$336 ______________ 45.40 39.10 : 32.80 26.40 20.10 12.50 6.50 .90 
$336.------------- $344.----------- -" 46.50 40.20 33.80 27.50 21.20 14.00 I 7.40 1.90 
$344 __ ------------

$352 ______________ 
47.60 41.30 34.90 28.60 22.30 15.40 8:40 2.90 

$352 __ ------------
$360 _____________ - 48.70 42.40 36.00 29.70 23.40 16.80 9.40 3.80 $360 ______________ $368 ________ - ----- 49.80 43.50 37.10 30.80 24.50 1.8.10 10.30 4.80 

$368.------------- $376 .. --------- - -- 50.90 44.60 38.20 31.90 25.60 19.20 11.40 5. 70 
$376 ____ ---------- $384 __ ------------ 52.00 45.70 39.30 · 33.00 26.70 20.30 12.80 6. 70 $384 ______________ 

$392 __ --------- - -- 53.10 46.70 40.40 34.10 27.70 21.40 14.30 7. 70 
$392.------------- $4QO __ ------------ 54.20 47.80 41.50 35.20 28.80 22.50 15.70 8. 60 
$400 ______ -------- $420 ____ -------- - - 56.10 49.80 43.40 37.10 30.80 24.40 18.10 10.30 
$42Q __ ------------ $440 __________ ---- ~.80 52.50 46.20 39.80 33.50 27.20 20.80 13.50 
$440 ______ -------- $460 __ ----------- - 6 .60 55.20 48.90 42.60 36. 20 ' 29.90 23.60 17.10 $4GQ ____________ -- $480 ______ -------- 64.30 58.00 51.60 45.30 39.00 32.60 26.30 20.00 $480 ______________ $500 ____ ---------- 67.00 60.70 54.40 48.00 41.70 ' 35.40 29.00 22.70 
$500 ____ ---------- $520_ ------------- 69.80 63.40 57.10 50.80 44.40 38.10 31.!:!0 25.40 
$520 __ - ----------- $540.------------- 72.50 66.20 59.80 53.50 47.20 40.80 34.50 28.20 
$540 _______ -- ----- $560 _______ . _______ 75.20 68.90 62.60 li_jj.~ 49.90 43.60 37.20 30.90 $560 ______________ $580 ____ ---------- 78.00 71.60 65.30 59.00 52.60 46.30 40.00 33.60 
$580 ___ -- ----· ---- $600 __________ ---- 80.70 74.40 68.00 61.70 55.4.0 49.00 42.70 36.4.0 
$600 ____ ----------

$640 ______________ 
84.80 78.50 72.10 65.SO 59.50 53.10 46.80 4.0. 50 

$640 __ ------------
$680 ___________ - -- 90.30 84.00 77.60 71.30 65.00 58.60 52.30 46.00 

$680_ ------------- $720 _______ ------- !15.80 89.4.0 83 .. 10 76.80 70.4.0 64.10 57.80 51.40 
$720 ______ -------- $760 _______ ------- 101.20 94.110 88.60 82.20 75.!10 69.60 63.20 56.90 
$760 ___ ----------- $800 __ ------------ 106.70 100.40 94.00 87.70 81.40 75.00 68.70 62.40 
$800 _____ --------- $840 __ ------------ 112.20 105.80 119.50 93.20 86.80 80.50 74.20 67.80 
$840_ ------------- $88Q __ ------------ 117.60 111.30 105.00 118.60 !12.30 '86.00 79.60 73.30 
$880.------------- $920.------------- 123.10 116.80 110.50 104.10 97.80 91.50 85.10 78.80 
$02() __ ------------ $960_ ------------- 128.60 122.30 115.00 109.60 10.3.30 96.90 90.60 84.30 
$960 .• ------------ $1,000.----------- 134.10 127.70 121.40 115.10 108.70 . 102.40 96.10 89.70 

-- 14 percent of the excess over $1,000 plus 

$1,000 and over------------------·~---- 136. RO I 130.50 . 1U.10 I 117.80 1 111.50 105.10 98.80 1 92.50 1 
. - -

---- --
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9. 50 

12.40 
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21.80 
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27.30 
30.00 
34.10 
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45.10 
50. 60' 
56.00 
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72.50 
77.90 
83.~0 

_- 86.1~ 1.·. 
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9 110 or more 
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3. 
5. 
8.0 

10.4 
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43. 4 0 
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1947 CO,NGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5835 
If the pay-roll period. with respect to an employee is -a daily pcw-·roll ,period. or a miscellaneous pay-roll period.-

---------~------------------------------
And the number oi withholding exemptions claimed is_: 

And tho wages divided by the num-
1 
____ ,-......;. __ -;------.----.-----;------;-----:-----"--,--·----:-----.,...----

ber of days in such periods are- 0 I 1 I . 2 I 3 I 4 I 15 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 110 or more 

At least But less than Th~ amount of tax to be withheld shall be the following amount multiplied by the number of days in such period 

$0................ $1 .50.------------ 12% of wages 
$1.50 .•••••••••••• $1.75_____________ $0.20 
$1.75 .• ~ ---------- $2.00______ _______ .20 $2.00 __________ ___ $2.25 •• ___________ . 25 

$2.25.------------ $2 .. 50 .•• ---·--·--· • 30 
$2.50.-- -····-···- $2. 75.- ----------· • 30 
$2.75 • •••••••••••• $0.00.. ........... . 35 
$3.00.- _______ _ : .. $3.25. ··--·-··--·- • 40 
$2.25 .• - ··-------- $3.50.- ---------·- 0 40 
$3.50 . •••••••••••• $3,75____ __ _______ .45 
$3.75 .•••••••••••• $4_.oo_ _______ _____ .so 
$4.00 •• _____ : _____ $4.25 .•• ___ ::...... ; 55 
$4.25 •• ----------- $4.50. ------·-·-·· 0 60 
$4.50 .•••••••••••• $4.75 •••••••••••• : ,65 
$4.75 .•••••••••••• $5'.00_____________ , 65 
$5.00 _____________ $5.25-----~------· 0 70 
$5.25 .•• ---------- _,$5.50. ----- -··--·· 0 75 $5.50 _____________ $5.75_____________ • 75 
$5.75 . •. ---------- '$6.00............. • 80 
$6.00 ••••••••••••• $6.25_____________ . 85 
$6.25 _____________ $6.50............. . 85 
$6.50 •• ·---------- $6.75.- :.:........ • 90 
$6.75 •• --- -------· $7.00 •• ---· ------- • 95 $7:00 •• _____ ._ _____ $7.25.____________ . 95 
$7.25 •• ----------- $7.50 •• ----··-···- 1. 00 
$7.50.- -~-----·--- $7.75: . ....... ------ l. 05 

·~:bg::::::::::::: :~:~::::::::·::::: t ~g 

:!:~==~~=~==~·===~ : ~:~======~ ======I c. t~~ 
:~:gg~:::::·======== - ~~:~::::::::::::~ t ~~ $9.5J _____________ $9.75 _____________ . 1. 30 
$9.75 ••• _. ________ $10.00-----~------ 1. 35 
$10.00.; ••••••••• ~ $10.50............ 1.40, 
$10.50 ••• _________ $1_l.(J() ____ .________ 1.45 

$11.00 •• ---~ ------ ~11 . 50 : --- ---·----- 1. '15 
-$1Ui0.: ••••••••••• $12.00.......... . . 1. f.O 
' $12.00 •••••••••••. $12.50 ••••• : ••• ·• • • . 1. 70 
$12.50 __________ _._ .$1:too. ----------· 1. 75 
$13.00 •.• ·-------- S13.ro____________ 1. so 
$13.50.----------- $14.00.--- . -----·-- 1. 90' 
$14.00 ______ _. _____ $14.50. ---------'-- . i. 9li' 
$14.50 •• __ _. ______ .. $15.00.----------- 2. 00 
$l!i.OO ----------- $1G.50 .• ~------- :. 2.10 
$15.50.-- ~ --·----- $16.1)().- ---------- 2. 15 
$16.00 •••••••••••. $16.50____________ 2. 20 
$16.50 .• ____ _._____ $17.00.----------- 2. 30 
$17.00 •• ------·-- · $17.5!L •••••• ~ ---· 2. 35 
$17.50.- -------·-- $l!t00 •• ·--------- 2. 45 

~}1~:::::::::::: ~~~:~:::::::::::: . ' . ~=~g 
$19.00: ______ _____ $19.50_______ _____ 2. 65 
$19._50 •••••••••••• $20.00 ••••••••• ••• ·- 2. 70 
$20.00 ••• ·---····-- $21.00. ~-- -------- 2. 80 
$21.00 .•••• ------· $22.00.___________ 2. 95 
$22.00 ____________ $23.00............ 3.10 
$23.00 ••••• ------- $24.00____________ 3. 20 
$24.00. __________ _ $25.00 •••••••• :. ... 3. 35' 

~~:~:::::::::::: ~~:~:::::::::::: ~: ~g 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 29, 

line 3, after the word "after", to strike 
out "June" and insert "July." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in section 6, 

on page 30, in line 2, before the word 
"Section", to strike out "(a) Income 
Taxes"; and in line 5, before the word 
"and", to strike out "<e>" and insert 
"(f)." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 30, 

after line 23, to insert: 
(e) Taxable years of individuals beginning 

tn 1947 and ending in 1948: In the case of !\ 

taxable year of an individual beginning 1n 
1947 and ending in 1948, the tax imposed by 
sections 11, 12, and 400 shall be an amount 
equal to the sum of-

3. 70 1 3.50 1 3.051 

(1) that portion of a tentative tax, com
'puted as if the law applicable to taxable years 
beginning o11·January 1, 1947, were applicable 
to such taxable year, which the number of 
days in such taxable. year prior to January 1, 
1948, bears to the total number of days 1n 
such taxable year, plus 

(2) that portion of a tentative tax, com
puted as if the law applicable to taxable years 
beginning on _January 1, 1948, were applicable 
to such taxable year, which the number of 
days in such' taxable year after December 31, 
1947, bears to the total number of days in 
such taxable year. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 

completes the committee amendments 
except committee amendment No. 1, to 
which an amendment was offered earlier 
today by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN]. 

2.851 2.651 2.451 2.00 

Mr. McCLELLAN obtained the floor. 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me so I may suggest the 
absence of a quorum? · -

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes; I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call .the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Bricker 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Butler 

Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 

Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
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Green - McCarthy Smith 
Gurney McClellan Sparkman 
Hatch McFarland St ewart 
Hawkes McMahon Taft 
Hayden Magnuson Taylor 
Hickenlooper Malone Thomas, Okla. 
Hill Maybank Thomas, Utah 
Hoey Millikin Thye 
Holland Moore Tobey 
Ives Morse Tydings . 
Jenner Murray Umstead 
Johnson, Colo. O'Daniel Vandencerg 
,Johnston, S. C. O'Mahoney Wagner 
Kem Pepper · Watkins 
Kilgore R eed Wherry 
Knowland Revercomb Whit e 
Langer Robertson, Va. Wiley 
Lodge Robertson, Wyo. Williams 
Lucas Russell Wilson 
McCarran Saltonstall Young 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] 
is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
McGRATH], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. MYERS], and the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. O'CoNoRJ are detained on 
public business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty
seven Senators having answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
o1fer to the first committee amendment 
the amendment which I submitted earlier 
today and then withdrew in order that 
the other committee amendments might 
be acted upon. The amendment was 
stated at that time. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Arkan
sas to the first committee -amendment. 
The amendment offered by the Senator 
from Arkansas to the committee amend
ment will be again stated. 

The CmEF CLERK. In the committee 
amendment on page 6, after line 19, it 
is proposed to insert the following new 
section: 

(b) Reduction 1n surtax on individualS 
and establishment of new method for com
putation of surtax 1n case of joint returns: 
So much of section 12 (b) of the Internal 
Revenue Code (relating to the rates of sur
tax) as precedes the table therein is hereby 
amended to read as follows: 

"(b) Computation of surtax.-
"(1) Separate return: Except in the case 

of a joint return by husband and wife, there 
shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the surtax net income of 
every individual a surtax determined by com
puting a tentative surtax under the table set 
forth in paragraph (3) of this subsection, 
and by reducmg ·such tentative surtax by 24 
percent thereof. 

"(2) Joint return: In the case of a joint 
return by husband and wife under section 
51, thex:e shall be levied, collected, and paid 
for each taxable year _upoJ:?. the aggregate 
surtax net income of the husband and wife 
a surtax determinea-

"(A) by computing a tentative surtax un .. 
der a table set forth in paragraph (3) of this 
subsection upon an amount equal to one
half- of such aggregate surtax net income; 

"(B) by multiplying the tentative surta.X 
ascertained under subparagraph (A) by two; 
and 

"(C) by reducing the amount ascertained 
under subparagraph (B) by 24 percent there
of. 

"(3) Surtax table: The table referred to 
in paragraphs (1) and (2) 1s as follows:." 

(e) Standard deduction: Section 23 (aa) 
(1) of the Internal Revenue Code (relating 

to the optional standard deduction for indi
viduals) is amended to read as follows: 

"{1) Allowance: In the case of an indl .. 
vidual, at. his' election, a s~andard deduction_ 
as follows: 

"(A) Separate return with adjusted gross 
income $5,000 or more: Except in the case 
of a joint return by husband· and wife, if the 
adjusted gross income is $5,000 or more, the 
standard deduction shall ba $500. 

"(B) Joint return with adjusted gross in
come $5,000 or more: In the case of a joint . 
return by husband and wife under section 
51, if the aggregate adjusted gross income of 
the husband and wife is $5,000 or more, t;he · 
standard deduction shall be $1,000 or an · 
amount equal to 10 percent of such aggre
gate adjusted gross income, whichever is the · 
lesser. . 

"(C) Adjusted gross income less than . 
$f ,000. If the adjusted gross income is less 
than $5,000, the standard deduction shall 
be an amount equal to 10 percent of the ad- · 
justed gross income upon the basis of which 
the tax applicable to the adjusted ·gross in
come of the taxpayer is' determined under . 
the tax table provided in section 400." 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have offered is one 
which I gave notice on two previous 
occasions that I would offer at the 
proper time during the consideration of · 
this bill. ·The amendment is. technical 
in its terms, as much (:If our tax legisla
tion is. If enacted into law, the amend
ment would simply do justice to the Fed
eral income-tax payers of 38 States of 
the Nation who are now placed at a dis
advantage by the present tax law, in that 
the citizens of those 38 States are re,
quired to pay, on. comparative incomes, 
considerably more Federal taxes, and · to 
bear a heavier share of the burden of 
supporting this government, than are 
citizens of 10 of the States of the Union 
who happen ·to be residents of States 
which have community-property laws. 

Mr. President, this is not a :fight against 
or a quarrel with States which have com
munity-property laws. No one wants to 
change their system. No one wants to 
a1fect them. This amendment will have 
no effect whatever, detrimental or other
wise, on the citizens of those 10 States. 
It will in n-o way affect the present 
amount of tax or rate of tax which they 
are now paying. The amendment would 
simply place citizens of the other 38 
States on a basis of equality with the 
other 10. 

Mr. President, this Is not a partisan is
sue. It is not a sectional problem.- The 
purpose is not to load the bill down with 
objectionable amendments. Nothing I 
am doing or undertaking to do Is In any 
sense an obstruction or hindrance to the 
passage of tax-reduction legislation. 

But as we go before the country and 
promise the people that we are going to 
reduce their taxes, let us do it equitably. 
Let us say, "Not only are we going tore
duce taxes but along with it we are going 
to do equity. Simultaneously we are go
Ing to remove the injustice and discrimi
nation under which the people of 38 
States of the Union have long suftered." 

What is wrong with that? Who can 
object to it? Do Senators from commu
nity-property states object? I trust tliey 
do not. I do not believe they do. We 
are not objecting to what they have. I 
ask my colleagues who live in Sta~es like 
mine, which are penalized, whether the7 

are willing to . let this injustice and dis
crimination continue-to operate against 
the citizens of their State. I am not. 

It may be said that this fight should be 
made later, or that the amendment 
should not be offered. to the pending bill, 
but should be offered to some other bill. 
That argument bas been ·made before, 
but nothing has been done about the sit
uation. There is a time to right the in
justice, and that is when the opportunity 
is present. The time to do it is at the 
first opportunity; and this is the first op
portunity at this session of Congress, be
cause this is the first tax bill we have 
considered. 

Why is not this amendment appropri
ate in · connection with a tax-reduction 
bill? It will result in a reduction of the 
tax, the wrongful tax, as it is at present, 
on literally thousands of taxpayers 
throughout the Nation. Why is it not 
right to make a reduction that will do 
justice and correct .the evil that exists 
in the present tax law? Why is not that 
a good reduction to make? Why is it 
not sound legislation in a tax-reduction 
bill? Why can we not do justice as we 
give relief to the burdened taxpayers of 
this Nation? We can do it. We either 
will do it or we will refuse to do it; but 
if we refuse to do it now we will per .. 
petuate this rank discrimination. 

I do not propose, Mr. President, longer 
to be a party to delay. I do not propose 
to sit here idly and silently and not make 
a fight to bring to the people of my State 
the same benefits which are granted to 
the people of other States. 

I am asked how much it would amount 
to. I shall call the roll of the States and 
ask the Senators to join me in placing 
all the States and all the taxpayers of 
the Nation on a basis of equality and 
fairness. I ask Senators who represent 
States such as mine, which do not have 
community-property laws, -to join me. 
I ask them to join me in correcting the 
mistake today, now, while the opportu
nity is present.- I am fighting for the 
people of those States as well as for my 
own. I am fighting for the right. Why 
longer delay changing the law? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 
say to my able colleague from Arkansas, 
who brought up the matter last week 
when we were previously discussing the 
situation, that I think he will agree witJ:l 
me that there is nothing that would pre
vent any of the other States from coin
ing under the same provisions of the 
law, providing they adopt the commu
nity-property principle. Is not that so? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Of course, the 
Senator is correct. But the States have 
a right to have their own tax ·system 
and their own property system. The 
Senator's State chooses one; my State 
chooses another. But that does not give 
the Federal Government the right to· 
discriminate; neither does~ give to the 
Senator from California, nor me, the 
right, as honest legislators sworn to do 
our duty to our country, to perpetuate 
that discrimination and injustice. 
There is no escape from it, Mr. Prest-
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dent. There is no challenge. This po
sition cannot be assailed. We either do 
justice and correct this mistake or we 
perpetuate it by not supporting an 
amendment which will correct it. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am very happy 
to yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

. Mr. WHERRY. Following the question 
asked by the distinguished Senator from 
California, has the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas made an examination 
with reference to what would be required 
f01· all the States to come under the pro
visions of community-property laws 
which the Senator from California sug
gested could be done if they elected to 
do so? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I will say to the 
Senator that a number of States, includ
ing my own, have undertaken recently to 
enact community-property statutes be
cause .of the discrimination they have 
suffered. But when that is done the ne
cessity arises of revising the whole prop
erty system, and it cannot be done just 
as easily as merely saying so. 

Mr. WHERRY. The simplest way and 
the most expeditious way would be for 
the Congress of the United States to per
mit for purposes of revenue, at least, the 
Federal Government to recognize part
nerships in the different States of the 
Union as they are recognized in com
munity-property States throughout the 
land. . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is cor
rect. Does the Senator know that the 
Internal Revenue Department recognizes 
the validity of community-property laws, 
and in the States having such laws hus
band and wife are permitted to split their 
income for Federal tax purposes, juct as 
the law gives half the property to the 
wife, half to the husband, and half of the 
income to each? That is respected by 
the Internal Revenue Bureau. In my 
State the laws authorize a husband to 
make his wife a legitimate partner in his 
business, and by so doing she becomes the 
owner of half of the business and the 
owner of half the income ~erived from 
it. Is that recognized by the Internal 
Revenue Bureau? No. I give my wife 
half of my property, half of my business, 
half of my income, but the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue, while recognizing the 
law that divides property by compulsion, 
disregards and will not recognize and 
accept for Federal income-tax purposes 
the-1aw of my State under. which I vol
untarily give to my wife, without compul
sion of law, half of my property and half 
of my business, and half of my income. 

That is the situation which I am trying 
to correct. It should not exist; it should 
not be perpetuated. No one can justify 
perpetuating it or delaying the correction 
of it another day. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. McCLELLAN~ I am glad to yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. As I read the second 

part of the Senator's amendment it is 
exactly what I have attempted to do in 
two sessions prior to this one, but the 
answer has been made to me that the 
reason the Internal Revenue Bureau has
not done this and cannot ·do it in th~ 
immediate · future, unless Congress 

should authorize it, is that they have 
begun studies of the community-prop
erty provision, and it is now on the 
agenda in the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House. Does the Senator 
agree that that is true? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I have also had 
those reports. To me it is almost like 
saying, "I want to study my alphabet, 
my A _B C's again.'' It is so simple and 
plain that a ten-year-old child in the 
third grade can understand wbat we are 
talking about. I know every taxpayer 
can understand it. 

Let me again call · the Senate's atten
tion to what the situation is. . I have 
not the difference on every level of in.; 
come, but these figures will illustrate 
what I mean and how great is the dis
crimination. 

Let us begin with an income of $4,000. 
On a $4,000 income a citizen of Arkansas 
or a citizen of Maine pays $18 more a 
year Federal income tax than does a 
citizen of a community-property State. 
The citizens of both States are American 
citizens, owing no greater obligation to 
support the Government than do the 

·citizens of a community-property State. 
Yet, on that small income they will pay 
$18 more tax. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. How much more 

income tax does the Senator pay on his 
salary than does the Senator· from 
California? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. On the present 
salary, as an illustration, assuming the 
salary is $12,500 a year, or on the basis 
of a $12,000 income I pay $646 more 
Federal tax than does the Senator from · 
California. I might say that I need that 
money for my family just as much as 
does the Senator need that amount of 
money for his family. All I am asking 
is that justice be done. 

Let me give the Senate some more 
figures to illustrate tpe situation. I 
have just given the figure on $4,000. On 
the b8:sis of $6,000 a year income a citi
zen of my State is penalized $114 a year. 
On the basis of $8,000 income a citizen, 
if he is not from a community-property 
State, has to pay $266 a year more in 
Federal taxes. 

So we can go down the list. I shall 
not take time to read all of them; but 
on the basis of a $20,000 income, the 
citizen of a State which is not a com
munity-property State nas to pay $1,881,
or $150-plus a month, more tax than 
has to be paid by the citizen of a com
munity-property State. Is there a Sena
tor within the sound of my voice who 
will rise and say there is anything right 
or just about that, or that he wants to 
have it perpetuated? Does any Sena
tor ·want to inflict that penalty; that 
difference in tax, on the other citizens 
of this Nation? If Senators do not want 
·that done, then I say to the Senators on 
the other side of the aisle that today 
they have the power to correct this glar
ing inequity. They are in the majority. 
I am not speaking on a partisan basis; 
I am talking American justice. I in
vite all Senators · to go along with the 
amendment and help us adopt it. If 
Senators believe· that · the Government' 

cannot stand the loss of revenue which 
all these amendments will entail, then 
when the bill goes to conference let con
ferees do their duty there and remove 
the parts of the bill which entail losses 
in revenue which the Treasury cannot 
stand now, and leave- in the bill this 
amendment which will do this equity 
and justice which are so long overdue. . 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 

repeat, ·because there are now present a 
number of Senators who were not in the 
Chamber the other day when I spoke, 
what I said at that time. I fully appre
ciate that the situation outlined by the 
Senator from Arkansas constitutes a real 
problem, and that the able Senator has 
a considerable amount of merit on his 
side of the question, but I submit that 
there is an orderly way to proceed with 
it. The able Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. MILLIKIN], the chairman · of the 
Finance Committee, has ... indicated that 
this matter will be one of the No.1 orders 
to be taken up when the regular tax bill 
for next year comes up at the latter part 
of this year; and the other day I pointed 
out to my able colleague, the Senator 
from Arkansas, that there are other in
equities which should be considered at 
the same time. 

The Senator from Arkansas has been 
calling attention to the fact that there 
is a difference between the taxes which 
may be paid by persons living in one 
State and the taxes which may be paid 
by persons living in another State, but 
I respectfully submit to him that there 
is also a difference in the nature of the 
property because in a community-prop
erty State one-half of the income belongs 
to the wife, not in fiction but in fact. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, if I 
may interrupt the Senator's statement at 
this point, let me say that I have sim-: 
ply pointed out to the Senator that, al
though the statement he has just made 
is true, yet in my State under the present 
revenue laws, as interpreted and admin
istered by the Bureau of Internal Reve
nue, it is not permissible to give the wife 
half of the property and then receive the 
same treatment that is received in States 
where there is a community-property 
law. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. But I submit to the 
able Senator from Arkansas that his 
amendment will go · further than that; 
it will not only take care of a situation 
suctr as he has just now mentioned but 
it will apply to cases in other States where 
there is no provision that the wife will, 
in fact, have one-half of the income and 
the accumulations during the marital 
relationship. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I say to the Sena
tor that, however far tpe amendment . -
goes, it does not go beyond what is grant
ed to citizens living in the State of Cali
fornia. It simply places all citizens on 
a basis of equality. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this point, once 
more? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. I may state for the 

RECORD at this point, relative to the 
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alleged in~quities relative to the com
munity-property situation, that when a 
decedent in a community-property State 
dies, the Federal Government levies an 
estate tax on the entire community
partnership property, except, first, prop
erty received as compensation for per
sonal services rend~red . by the surviving 
spouse, and, second, property derived 
originally from the survivor's separate 
property. · · 

Suppose a husband and wife in Cali
fornia accumulate a community-part
nership estate of $300,000. The husband 
does not own $300,000 of that partner
ship property; he owns only half of it. 
The wife owns the other half. For ex
ample, she may will · her half as she 
pleases, free of her husband's ' control. 
In the event' of a divorce, she is entitled 
to half the property, as a matter of right. 
The wife's power of testamentary dis
position is not a fiction; it is a fact. The 
Federal Government cannot tell a di
vorced husband in Caiifornia that his 
wife's communtty-partnership rights are 
unreal. He knows better. 

Under the 1942 estate-tax law, if the 
husband dies first, the entire $300,000 is 
considered as forming a part of his 
estate. Half of that estate was his wife's, 
and subject to her right to dispose of 
it by will; but it falls into the decedent's 
~state. Thus, in California and other 
community-partnership States, but only 
in such States, a deceased huSband's 
estate . i~ taxed on properly. he did not 
own and had never owned, property not 
subject to his testamentary disposition, 
property not transferred at his death. 
In the community-partnership States a 
widow is compell~d to pay an estate tax 
on property that legally belongs to her, 
has always belonged to her, and is sub
ject to her sole testamentary disposition. 

So I call to the attention of my able 
colleague, the Senator from Arkansas, 
the fact that the· community-property 
States, where certain rights exist, are 
also States where certain obligations or 
liabilities, if we may state the matter in 
that way, exist, and to extend the same· 
rights to all the States· of the Union, 
·without requiring them also to give 'the 
same benefits to the wives, would, I 
think; work an injustice in the other di
rection. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
:what business is it of the Federal .Gov
:ernment what benefit a State gives to 
wives? It recognizes the rights of all of 
them. But .when taxes are collected for 
the support of the Federal Government, 
·in the Senator's State a wife is treated in 
one way, and in my State a wife is treated 
in another way. Regardless of which 
State treats the wife in the best way, 
the obligation to the Federal Govern
ment is not lessened or increased.; and 
there should be no discrimination. 
- Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 
~ ·Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. . . 

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to make 
a brief observation.. What the distin
_guished Senator from Arkansas says I 
believe to be true, and I think his con
tention is unanswerable. I know of a 
partnership in my State· that is not fic
titious, that is recognized as a partner
ship between husband and wife for every 

legal purpose which exists in the ·state 
of Nebraska,' and yet the Bureau. of In
ternal Revenue will not' recognize it 'for 
purposes of revenue, for the very reasons 
outlined by the Senator from Arkansas. 
Senators may attempt to .defend that 
situation, but. it is indefensible. The 
argument of ·the Senator from Arkansas 
on that proposition simply cannot be 
answer'ed. 

I think the time ·has come when if we 
are going to recognize· family partner
ships in the community-property States, 
it is only fair that they be recognized in 
all the States of the Union. · 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield. 
for a further question? . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I should like to ask 

the distinguished chairman of the · Fi
nance Committee, ~ the ·Senator from 
Colorado~ for whom I have the highest 
regard, whether he can ass.ure those of 
us :who belieye in th~ principle of this 
amendment to the committee amend
ment relative · to family partnerships, 
that this . matter is on the agenda and 
that ·the _Finance ... Qommitte~ of th.e 
Senate and the Ways and Means Com- · 
mittee o( ·the House really mean that 
they will take up this subje.ct matter in 
the proposed new legislation ·relative to 
the tax structure, and will at least afford 
an opportunity -to make a study relative 
to the amendment. · s.o that it will be 
possible to write into the statute the very 
principles about which the Senator from 

. Arkansas is speaking. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 

very glad to answer the question of the 
Senator from Nebraska. This subject of 
split income and family · partnerships
and they are closely related-is one of 
immediate interest both to the Senate 
Finance Committee, and the House Ways 
and · Means Committee. ·The House 
Ways and Means Committee· has already 
commenced its studies in preparation of 
a general revision of the tax laws, and a 
bill for that purpose will be introduced· 
at the next session of the Congress. The 
two related matters are at the top of the 
list· of those to be considered. The Sec
retary of the Treasury recognizes the 
importance of takfng a good look at the 
situation and possibly having amend
ments _ma.de to the existing law. 
. I can assure the Senator that in con

nection with that effort the two com
mittees which have to· do with the sub
ject will give the most careful attention 
to th~ problem, and with inuch sym
pathy. 

Mr . . WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator froJ;Il Arkansas yield for a 
further question? I do ·not desir'e to 
impose upon his time, for he is making 

. a wonderful argument. ' ·. 
'Mr . . McCL~LLAN . . That is ·quite· all 

right; I am glad to yield. · 
Mr. WHERRY. ·r should like. to ask 

the distinguished chairml;ln of the 
Finance Committee, the Senator · from 
Colorado, this question: Ho'w· much is 
involved in this ·split-income provision, 
or what would .be the effect. this year, 
in . millions of dollars, on the revenue 
income we are considering in conne.ction 
with the tax bill? ' ' . . 

Mr. 1\ULLIKIN. It would add" to the 
cost of t,he bill, if we were to put it in 

the bill, ·about $'800.,000,000. It would 
make the cost of the bill about· $4,000,-
000,000, instead of $3,200,000,000, and 
thus would stultify ·an the representa
tions which have been made :t.s to what 
the cost of the bill would be. 

Mr. WHERRY. I am speaking now 
only of the family partnership. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. · Oh, of the family 
partnership. 

Mr. WHERRY. Is that the figure
$800,000,000? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. There is no figure on 
that, because to determine · under the 
present law what should be exempt from 
taxation and what should ·be taxed re
quires the consideration of every part
nership case, ' and that is probably the 
reason why accurate figures are not 
available. . 

Mr. WHERRY. If I referred to the 
joint returns between husband and wife, 
would the Senator have the figure? · · 

Mr. ·MILLIKIN. Yes. '· 
Mr; WHERRY. What is that figure? 
Mr; MILLIKIN. Eight hundred mil-

lion dollars. · 
Mr. WHERRY. So that, in reality, it 

would niean a cost in revenue ·of 
$800,000,000? . 
- Mr. MILLIKIN. That is correct. 

Mr. WHERRY. · ·Will· the Senator from 
Arkansas yield a moment more? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I am grateful for the 

comments by the chairman of the Com
. mittee on Finance; because I do not want 

to stand in the way of the, enactment of a 
piece of legislation which will carry out 

· a tax-reduction program that - will be 
beneficial to the class to whom we 
pledged our support. On the other hand, 
I wish to emphasize- that I have intro
duced a bill which, so far as the joint 
returns are concerned, is identical with 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Ark~nsas. :r introduced that bill in 
two sessions of Congress. I believe in it. 
I think it is absolutely right in every 
particular. I cannot see ahy objection 
to it. I cannot understand how the In
ternal Revenue Bureau, when a legal 
partnership, legal for all practical pur
poses, is set up in a State, should take the 
position th~t 'it is a fictitious partner
ship, and should not be reco·gnized as a 
partnership for tax purposes. So· I am 
caught between two fires. I want to see 
tax reduction, .it is trUe, but I should like 
to hear the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado repeat what he has said by way 
of assurance. I do not want any prom
ises which are out of reach, and I do not 
want an indication that we ·might do so 
and so, but if the distinguished and re
spected Senator from Colorado ·will as
sure ~e that the legislation· I have pro
posed is ·on the· agenda for ·the second 
session of this Congress, that we will 
have an opportunity to present the pro
posal and consider it, that the De)>art
~ent is serious 'about it arid iS not mis
leading. in its promises, I · shall be 
tempted to go· along with the distin
·guished Senator in connectibl'l with the 
pending bill, PrOviding i can get assur
ance that this matter' will pe brought to 
.a head within a few.· months, and that 
the proposed legislation which the Sena
'tor from Arkansas is asking to· have en
acted will be considered. 
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Mr. TOBEY and otller Senators ad- . 

dressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 

the Senator from Arkansas yield; and if 
so, to whom? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I shall yield in a 
moment; I am not yielding now. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Arkansas declines to yield 
at the moment. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I wish to comment 
on the point the Senator from Nebraska 
has made, that if he can get assurance 
that something will be done at the next 
session of Congress . he may be willing 
to forego action on this matter at· this 
time. That would __ mean another year 
C?f unfair bur~~!l· 'rhat is _the point I 
am making. There is no sense in post
poning and delaying and defer.ring and 
procrastinating about an injustice,·· that 
is as plain as the first three letters of 
the alphabet, by saying: "Well, . perhaps 
we will get to it next· year, or the next, 
or at some other time." I have just as 
much confidence in the able chairman of 
the· Senate Committee on Filiance :as has 
any· other Member of this bpdy. l "kiiow 
pe issin·cere .when he· e·1[presse:; t~~ ·hope 
tnat something :will be done about· . .the 
matter. But, Mr. President; · if nothing 
is ·done about -it, the people ·in the: States 
affected will .have to ~continue to _pay. 
·,. Several Senators addressed the Chair. 

The· 'PRESIDENT pro tempore: Does 
the Senator-yield; and if so, to whom? 
· Mr. McCLELLAN . . I promised to·yield 

to the Senator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I wish to 

say, first, that I share the zeal .and de
sire expressed by the Senator from Ar
kansas for the adoption of the amend
ment he has proposed, and I should like 
to see it incorporated in the bill. I lis
tened to his colloquy with the distin
guished Senator from Colorado, and to 
the answer made. The Senator from 
Colorado said very frankly, "I -give you 
my assurance that we and the members 
of the Ways and Means Committee will 
consider this matter with the greatest of 
sympathy." · . · 

Mr. President, that is a_ little bit of 
progress. But_ sympathy is reserved for 
cases where there are dead ones, those 
who have passed on. What we want i.s 
not sympathy. We do not want :flowers; 
we want an affirmation that our friends 
think this is a good piece of legislation, 
that they will approach it with zeal. and 
great expectation. I suggest the -slogan 
from the Senator's State, _"Eventually, 
why not now?" I pass that on to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN: What the Senator 
wants and what· I want is a reduction in 
taxes, not sympathy. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
my colleague yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to my col
. league. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. On· the point 
raised by the Senator from Nebraska, 
about the matter being considered at 
another time, there are two reasons why 
I think that is a vain hope. I should like 
to point out to the Senator from Ne-

, braska, concerning the hope and prospect 
of the consideration of this matter at the 
next setsion, in the first place, the only 

chance f()r us to get effective action, as a Treasury before it. We propose to re
practical matter, is when taxes are being duce taxes again next year. This is not 

. _substanti.ally reduced, and reduction of a mere buck-passing affair. We have an 
taxes _is the purpose of the pending bill. earnest intent to clear up ineqUities in 
If we do not do now what is here pro- our tax system early next year. 
posed, I do not think there is much hope Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope so. The 
in the expression of sympathy of the d h th 
chairman of the committee, because it recor s ows e earnest intent has per-sisted for 26 years. 
would be very unlikely that the com- Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
mittee would come in next year with a the senator yield? 
bill substantially reducing taxes. Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 

Secondly, I wish to call attention to Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator surely 
the fact that the delaying tactics . have knows that during the· war was not a 
been in evidence since 1921. I have a 
l_~.tter signed by Colin ;F.· Starn, the chief proper time to go into a general revision · 
expert of the joint committee, in' which bill. We had to confine ourselves to rais
he says that since 1921 there have been ing taxes, not reducing them. The first 
several . attempts in congress to elimi-- ~oment that an appropriate occasion 
nate ~he - tax . discrilriination enjoyed by , presented itself to lower taxes. we moved; 
th 

1 
.. - · . and we are moving. It is not a matter 

· ose iving in community-property of theory; 1£ is ncit something we are 
States, and each time it lias .. been pro- goiJ:?.g to . do next year: We are under .. 
posed . and defeated it has always b.een way right now. 
mad·e a subject of further . study._ That · 
means 26 years of the same tactics, and Mr · FULBRIGHT· I -do not mean. the 
t~ere . is a very faint hope o! _getting_ Senator. himself; but, beginning in 1921 
action if the matter is postponed at this and continuing :throughout the twenties; 
tfm~, an :.Occas~on ~bich s~eidp~ com~ w.hen taxes were to be.reduced, the mat- . 

. to us, t,ha~ is~ when there ,is om>o:rtunity ter was. always.pos~poned. I do :p.ot refer. 
~or sul>~F~n~al reduction of' taxes. , ~~J~e ~istingutshed Senator , from qolC?-· 
. I submit -~hat the wa:v. to accomplish · · · · · - · . · 

what· is desired . would ·be · to adopt·· the ~ . M~ . . WHERRY . . Mr. President, Wlll th:e 
pending_ am·endment, and <;ouP.le w:~h it , Senator yield? . . . ·. ·. . . . 
a slight differential in the . reduction . of . Mr. McCLELLAN. I Yle~d to the Sen-
exemptions. In tnat .way there will be . ator from Nebraska. . . . . . 
achiev:ed exactlY. the same · purj>ose the Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, wilf · 
committee · bill achieves in the · distribu- the S~nator from Nebr.aska -yield· to me 
tion of the benefits . ·' ' . for one brief statement? 
· It is true that the-pending amendment . Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. . 
by itself, without any other reduction, - '!dr. M;rr.LIKIN. As ~ .recall, Arkansas 
gives a greater advantage, I tblnk, to at one time was a community-property 
those in the higher brackets than any State. 
of us desire. But coupled with some ad- Mr. McCLELLAN. I do not recall that. 
justment in the lower brackets, we would Mr. ~ULBR!~HT. I have the com-
reach a result just as equitable as that plete history of It here. 
accomplished by the committee blll. . Mr. McCLELLAN. It was before my 

I also ·point out -that on February 5 I time. I know that the taxpayers of my 
submitted a resolution concerning this Sta~e have never had the benefit of .it 
subject; but the committee g~ve no study durmg the time I have been paying taxes. 
to it whatever, -in fact, paid no attention Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
to it at all. While I know the chair- the Senator yield? . . . . 
man of the committee is very sincere in Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. 
his offer to consider the matter next Mr. WHERRY. To me, it seems a 
year, I think it is entirely- beyond his matter of small moment whether it was 
capacity to give any serious considera- ever a community-property State or not. 
tion to it; ·because it is unlikely that there I think ·_there is a .gross inequity, and I 
will be any effort to reduce taxes next think ·the arguments advanced by the 
year. distinguished Senator from Arkansas 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I merely wish to are unanswerable. 
implement what my able colleague has Mr. President, will the distinguished 
said by 'adding that once we reduce taxes, _Senator from Arkansas permit me to ask 
and say that this is as far as we can go, the distingUished Senator from Colorado 
all we will get from here on will be sym- another question? . 
pathy. If' we can reduce them next year Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield~ 
an additional $800,000,000, we can reduce · Mr. ·WHERRY. I should like to ask 
them $800,000,000 now. · the Senator wheth~r or not we shall 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will haye reasonably prompt consideration of 
·the Senator yield? ·the legislation? Is the Senator in a po-

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. sition to state now whether or not it is 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to make it clear on the agenda of the Committee on 

that interest, active interest, in this mat- Finance of the Senate? 
ter is not something for the future. i Mr. MILLIKIN: I may say to th~ 
may say that personally I have been in Senator, without question, it is on the 
touch with the Treasury ·rather fre- agenda of the Committee on Finance for 
quently within the last few weeks on the consideration in connection with the 
family income ~atter .. I have had per- next revenue bill, without any ifs, buts, 
sonal conversatiOns w1th the omcials. or maybes. I necessarily must exercise 
The House Ways and Means Committee a decent restraint in talking about what 
is not going to start next year, it has the Ways and Means Committee of the 
already started, the consideration of this House is_ going to do, but I know it is on 
matter. It has had the Secretary of the the agenda of that committee. 
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Mr. WHERRY. Is it being studied 

now, in preparation for the tax bill, re
vising the entire tax structure, which 
we expect to take up in the second ses
sion of the Eightieth Congress? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. This specific subject 
has already been raised before the House 
Committee on Ways and Means by the 
Secretary of the Treasw-y. 

Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator ·will 
yield for one more -question, I should like 
to ask the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado whether or not the Treasury 
Department looks with favor upon the · 
pending amendment? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am inclined to be
lieve-

Mr. WHERRY. I am asking the Sen
ator whether or not he knows. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I know that Mr. 
Surrey, of the House legislative ·counsel, 
is actively in favor of an amendment 
of this kind, · and I know that the Sec
retary of the Treasury has said nothing 
adverse to it, but has urged that the 
matter receive prompt study in connec
tion with the general revision bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to point 
out one thing in connection with the 
argument that is proceeding. We are 
talking about a reduction of taxes next 
year. No doubt it is the intention of 
the· majority party to do exactly what 
the able Senator from Colorado says. 
But I point out that no one can foretell 
the· conditions of this country and of t}:le 
world a year from now, when it is planned 
to start the tax reduction program. If 
Senators are really interested in the 
community-property tax amendment 
offered· by the Senator from Arkansas, 
it would be better for them not to put 
off until tomorrow what they can do 
today. 

I repeat, it is thought we are going 
to have a tax bill next year; but we may 
and we may not have a reduction of 
taxes next year. Looking at the matter 
from that standpoint, I shall support the 
Senator's amendment. However, I 
should like to indicate to the Senator · 
what his amendment to H. R. 1 does. 

House bill1 in my judgment is designed 
primarily to ·assist · taxpayers in the 
higher income-tax brackets and in the 
middle income-tax brackets. Certainly, 
as originally proposed, H. R. 1 was de
signed primarily to assist those in the 
higher brackets. With all due deference 
to the House, the Senate, by its amend
ments, has improved the measure. But 
the moment the Senator's amendment is 
attached to H. R. 1, further aid will be 
given to those in the higher income--tax 
brackets and in the middle income-tax 
brackets, a further benefit will be con
ferred upon taxpayer.s in the middle and 
higher income-tax brackets, to which 
they are not entitled. The only danger 
in the Senator's amendment is that b. 
further advantage is given to those not 
entitled to receive it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator· says 
they are not entitled to it. Does the 
Senator mean "not entitled"? 

Mr. LUCAS. No; I do net mean that. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator means 
it will be given to persons who do not 
need it so much? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. 
Mr. _McCLELLAN. That is, to persons 

who need it less? 
Mr. LUCAS. They are entitled to it, 

but it does not square, so far as equity is 
concerned, with H. R. 1, when it is 
amended, because it gives too much. 
That is why I offered in committee a 
substitute for the . bill, increasing the 
exemptions, splitting of family income 
doing the very same thing that the Sen
ator wants_ done; and in addition, taking 
two points off each and every one of the 
surtax brackets. In that way there is a 
leveling-off process which gives the tax
payers equitable treatment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena
tor from Illinois, and I want to say to 
him that I intend to support his suQsti
tute, in the event certain other ~mend
ments are not adopted. The one thing 
I dislike about the Senator's substitute is 
that it does not go quite far enough .in 
raising personal exemptions. I appreci
ate his position. I should like -the ex
emptions to go even ~gher than is pro
vided by the amendment which I intend 
to propose. but I realize it cuts into the 
revenue to such an extent that it is inad
visable to go higher at this time.-

Mr. LUCAS. That is exactly , the 
point. What I have tried to do in · the 
substitute I intend to offer is to keep the 
total amount taken from the Treasury 
at a level comparable to that which 
H. R. 1 would establish. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
the purpose would be to achieve about 
the same reduction? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. My bill 
would level it off, rather than to give 
benefits to taxpayers within certain 
brackets that I do not think they should 
have. At the same time, it would give 
the family the advantage of paying taxes 
on ·the basis of a split income as between 
husband and wife, as they are now per
mitted to do, if living in a community
property State. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator· yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. MILL!KIN. I may l'emind the 

distinguished Senator of certain ooser
vations which have been made to the 
effects that this matter has been up for 
consideration a number of times, but 
that nothing has happened. My atten
tion is invited to the fact that it has been 
up, but, in the form in which it was pro
posed, it was designed to equalize con
ditions by imposing a tax on the com
munity-property States, instead of ac
complishing the same purpose by grant
ing a benefit to the non-community
property States, and that landed us in a 
lot of trouble. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am not so fa
miliar with the history of it; such at
tempts may have been made. My 
thought in weighing this matter was 
that we have no quarrel after all with 
community-property States. I do not 
want to put any more taxes on the com·
munity-property States, but I do not 
want this disadvantage perpetuated 
against the people who do .not live in 
community-property States. 

Mr .. President, the arguments are again 
heard about postponement. I can ap
preciate the sincerity and the interest 
of the able Senator from Colorado, and 
the hope that the bill in: its present form 
may be passed, _ now, in order to avoid 
creating a greater loss of revenue to the 
Treasury Department; but, Mr. Presi
dent, if there is to be one dollar of tax re
duction how, the · best way, the proper 
way, and the way which has the strong
est appeal from the standpoint of justice 
and honest legislation, is to cortect in
equities first, putting everybody on an 
equality, and then to enact further re
ductions in accordance with justice and 
ability to pay. Let all people · share this 
tax burden alike. Let us not keep the 
payment of Federal taxes out of balance. 
In carrying the heavy burden of Federal 
taxes let us not place one man on the 
short end of the log stick and another on 
the long end. We sometimes hear the 
~xpression "log-rolling" in connection 
with legislation. From practical experi
ence I know what log-rolling really is. I 
refer to tlie old log stick by means- of 
which men used to carry logs and on 
which they would roll them when piling 
them for burning in the new g-round 
clearing. The stronger man was given 
the shorter end of the stick, while the 
-one on the other end of the stick, if he 
was a weaker man, was given the longer 
end. But in respect to tax legislation 
men should be placed on an equality. 
Two men wfth the same equal income 
should. undertake to carry the burden of 
government equally. B~t today the log 
stick of taxation has a long end and a 
short end. In tax matters men of equal 
strength and ability should carry the log 
of government with equal length of the 
tax stick. Inequalities in that respect 
should not be longer tolerated. 

Mr. President, I was reading a table 
showing how much more tax was paid 
in the non-community-property States. 
I now want to call attention to the er
centagewise differences. On a $5,000 in
come an individual living in a non-com
munity-property State pays 3.33 percent 
more tax than a person with similar in
come in a community-property State. 
On a $10,000 income an individual in a 
non-community-property State pays 
18.56 percent more tax than an individ
ual with a $10,000 income in a commu
nity-property State. On a $15,000 in
come, Mr. President, an individual in a 
non-community-property State pays 
28.31 percent more tax than is paid by an 
individual receiving the same income 
in community-property States. On a 
$25,000 income an individual in a non
community-property State pays 40.59 
percent more Federal tax than an in
dividual receiving $25,000 in a commu
nity-property State. Such differences in 
income-tax payment cannot be defend
ed, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I shall call the roll of 
the States. I want to appeal to Sen
ators from non-community-property 
States who want their people relieved 
from the tax injustice under which they 
suner, and Senators from the commu• 
nity-property State$ who are willing' to 
say with me today that this ta~ burden 
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ought to be equal and that justice ought 
to be done, to vote for ni:V 'amendment. 

Mr. President, it is said that adoption 
of my amendment will result in a greater 
loss of revenue than the Government can 
stand. If that should be found to be 
true, all that is necessary to be done when 
the bill goes to conference is to make 
other reductions so as to provide for this 
loss which is necessary to do equity and 
justice. That can be done, and it ought 
to be done, Mr. President; 

The first State alphabetically is Ala
bama. Alabama is a non-community
property State. Therefore, the taxpayers 
of Alabama are suffering the discrimina
tion of which I have been speaking. 

The next State is Arizona. Arizona is 
a community-property State. It ought 
not to complain about my proposal. It 
ought to be willing that we not increase 
the tax paid by its citizens, that we not 
increase their burden. The people of 
Arizona should agree with us that we 
ought not to carry a greater part of the 
burden than .is our share. · · 

The next State is my own, Mr. Presi
dent. Last year the taxpayers of my 
State paid· $5,000,000 more Federal · in
come tax than did the people of a com
munity-property State, for the same 
number of individuals in the same income 
category. The taxpayers of my State 
were ·penalized $5,000,000 last year. ' Mr. 
President, I will not vote to perpetuate 
such a condition on my people. If I did 
I would hardly feel worthy of continuing· 
to represent them. They are entitled 
to representation .here, and they are en
titled tp that quality of representation 
which will protect their interests. I will 
try to see to it that they are not discrimi
nated against, and that they are not 
compelled to carry a burden greater than 
the burden carried by other American 
citizens. I shall try to protect Arkansas 
today, try to do justice to her citizenship 
and to my constituents, and I a·m call
ing on the Senators of other States to 
join with me in bringing about this re
form of our tax law. 

The next State is · California. Cali
fornia is a community-property State. 
I do not' think the citizenship of Cali
fornia wants to deny to Arkansas and 
other States equal justice under the law. 
I am asking the Senators from the State 
of California to join me today in the vote 
on my amendment. If they vote in favor 
of the amendment they can g·o .back 
home and face their constituents know
ing that they have done the right thing. 
Senators from California will not hurt 
their own citizens by voting for my 
amendment. But if Senators perpetuate 
this injl,\stice, then, in my judgment, 
they will have done wrong toward the 
people of all the 48 States. It is not 
doing the right thing to perpetuate this 
injustice, Mr. President. 

I continue the roll of the States. Colo
rado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia. Those States do not have the 
community-property law. In propor
tion, they are penaJized just as the peo
ple of my State are. I call upon the 
Senators from~ those States to help me 
this day, this hour, to take that unjust 
tax burden off the taxpayers of their 
people. . I believe this is. the time for ac
tion, this is the place, and this is the op- " 

p.ortunity . . I do not know whether some 
tomorrow will bring another opportu
nity. There are many slips between the 
cup and the lip, Mr. President, world 
conditions being what they are today. 
Who knows whether there can be a tax
reduction bill passed again next year. 
I am not willing to take the ·risk of delay. 
I know action can be taken now, and it 
ought to be taken now. · 

Mr. President, the next State on the 
list is Idaho. Idaho has a community
property law.· I invite the Senators 
from Idaho to join me in this effort to do 
justice to the people of other States who 
do not have a community-property law. 
After the Senators from Idaho have 
voted for the amendment which would 
equalize the tax burden, could they not 
go home and face their people without 
need for apologizing to them? Not only 
can they do it without apologizing, but 
they can do it with a sense of pride ·in 
having helped to correct a grievous 
wrong. New legislation is constantly be
ing offered and passed when we find 
weaknesses and inJustices in existing 
law, or when we find · it. necessary iri 
order to correct an unjust situation. We 
have a bill before us · now to' which my 
amendment is germane. My amend
ment is in harmony with the whole 
spirit, purpose, and objectives of the bill, 
which are to equalize the tax burden, ·and 
to give some tax reduction. 

The next State is Illinois. I am happy 
to know that at least one Member of the 
Senate, one of the Senators from Illinois, 

· is joining with me in this ftght. I am 
happy to know that he is not willing to 
perpetuate the existing injustice, or re
main silent or inactive. He wants to 
take care of the people of his State. 

The next State is Indiana. Then 
comes Iowa, and then comes Kansas
States in the Middle West. Oh, Mr. 
President, this is not a question of 
partisanship. It affects Republicans and 
Democrats alike. It does not matter 
whether the State went Republican or 
Democratic in the last election. The tax 
injustice still exists. 

The next State on the list is Karisas, 
followed by Kentucky. I certainly hope 
that I shall have the support of both 
Senators from the State of Kentucky on 
this nonpartisan issue. One of them 
sits on the side of the minority, and the 
other on the side of the majority. Let 
them join hands on this nqnpartisan 
issue and cast their votes as representa
tives of the citizens of the great State of 
Kentucky to right a wrong against their 
people. I could cite a number of other 
like illustrations, but I mention this 
example because the minority leader 
comes from the State of Kentucky. 

The next State is Louisiana. By the 
way, Arkansas is almost surrounded. To 
use a slang phrase, we are in a "heck of a 
fix." We have south of us the great State 
of Louisiana, which is a community
property State. West of us is the great 
State of Texas, which has a community
property law. To the north and west is 
the great State of Oklahoma. A num
ber of the citizens of my State have their 
businesses in Arkansas and live across 
the line in the State of Texas. I can
not blame them, although I would not 
want to leave Arkansas. - By doing ·ao, 

every 4 years. they save enough in Fed
eral taxes to pay an entire year's Federal 
tax on their income. Can we blame 
them? That is the result of the present 
discriminatory situation. We are almost 
hemmed in. The situation can be cor
rected, and it ought to be corrected now. 
It is not a sectional question. 

The next State is Maine. I certainly 
hope -~hat the majority leader [Mr. 
WHITE] and his colleague [Mr. BREW
STER], both of whom sit on the other side 
of the aisle,. will be willing to correct this 
injustice against the people of Maine. 
Why not? It is said, "We will try to do 
it next year." As my able colleague [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT] has indicated, according to 
the record this condition has been in 
existence since 1921. We are always 
going to do something about it, but we 
never get to it. , Now the war is over. 
Of course, during the war we had to 
suffer many inconveniences. But, now. 
we are in the process of trying to get 
back to as nearly normal a peacetime 
basis of taxation and cost of government 
as conditions will permit. I hope that 
the able majority leader, representing 
the State ot: Maine, and occupying the 
po~ition which .he occupies in this body, 
will join with me in the :fight to adopt 
this amendment, and treat the wives and 
husbands of the State of Maine as wives 
and husbands are treated in other 
States. 

The next State is Maryland. I hope 
I shall have the support of both Senators 
from Maryland. 

The next States in order are Massa
chusetts and Michigan. The condition 
of which I complain exists from East to 
West, from Midwest to South and North. 
It is not sectional. I am not pleading 
only for Arkansas or the South. The 
condition of injustice reaches from the 
tip of Maine to the other extreme of the 
country. 

Let us correct the situation now. - I 
remember the old hymn, Why not? 
Oh, why not tonight? Why not? Oh, 
why not today? I cannot sing. I can
not carry a tune. ~-Iowever, I should 
like to have my colleagues, immediately 
following the quorum call, hold a pro
tracted meeting and sing, "Why not? 
Oh, why not today?" ''If thou wilt be 
saved, then why, oh, why not tonight." 
If my colleagues will correct this wrong, 
then "why, oh, why not today?" There 
is no answer to the argument. 

I proceed with the roll call. The next 
State in order is Minnesota, followed by 
Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, and 
Nebraska. I hope that I may have the 
support of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. WHERRY], who has indicated a deep 
concern for the welfare of the people of 
his State. I can remember that during 
the singing of the hymn, Why not? Oh, 
why not tonight? at the revival meet
ings there would be a call for mourners. 
I say to my able friend the Senator from 

.Nebraska, "Why not? Oh, . why not to
day?" If he feels penitent for the pen
alty which is imposed on the taxpayers 
of his State and he warits to correct the 
situation, he has the opportunity. Let 
us do it today. 

I continue · to call the roll. Nevada 
has a community-property law. New 
Hampshire-has not. -I was glad-when the 
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senior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY] evinced his. interest a 
while ago. He said that he did not want 
promises or :flowers in the future, or 
sympathy. What he wanted was ·relief, 
and he wanted it now. I hope he will 
join with me. 

Next we come to the State of New 
Jersey. New Jersey is not a community-
property State. . 
· New Mexico is a community-property · 

State. 
Then we come to· the great State of 

New York. I have not checked, but I 
wonder how much'- taxes the citizens 
of New York _pay in excess of what they 
would have to pay if they were treated 
as citizens of community-property States 
are treate-d. Both Senators from New 
York should J:>e cmwerned and interested 
and desirous. of helping · to rectifY this 
~ondition. · 

Next comes North Carolina, followed 
by North Dakota and Ohio: I -..ynnder if 
the two Senators ·from Ohio would ·not 
like to help in this effort. Why not? . 
· The next State is· Oklahoma, which is 
a community-prop~r_ty State. ·oregon is 
a community-property State. 

The citizens of Pennsylvania pay an 
enormous amount in taxes. They are 
under this burden and cloud. Let the 
Senators from Pennsylvania· join with 
me irl obtaining justice for the citizens 
of that great State. 

The next States in order are South 
Carolina, South Dakota, and Tennessee. 
Every one of them ought to be - i~ this 
fight. If Senators from those States will 
join hands with· me, in a few hours we 
shall have this legislation on the way 
to enactment. If the bill :finally be
comes law, justice will· have been done. 

Next is the great State of Texas, a 
communitY-property State. Utah, Ver
mont, and Virginia are not community
property States. 

The State of Washington is a com
munity-property State. West Virginia 
is not. Wisconsin is not. Wyoming is 
not. 
· Mr. President, I have called the roll of 

the States. I do not think there should 
be one dissenting vote. The vote should 
be unanimous, Mr. President, because 
the Senators from · community-property 
States should not be willing by their votes 
to continue this condition. Certainly 
every-Member of this body whose people 
are discriminated against and are suffer
ing because of the discrimination should 
take advantage of this drive to reduce 
taxes, this first opportunity to have a tax
reduction bill at a time when taxes are at 
the highest peak ever known in the his
tory of the Nation. Here is the opportu
nity. I should think everyone would be 
willing and anxious, Mr. President, to join 
in this fight and make certain that there 
shall be no slip; that the cup shall reach 
the lip before the contents of it may be 
spilled and there be no room left for the 
incorporation of this provision in some · 
other bill. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? _ 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. MAYBANK. When I entered .the 
Chamber the Senator from Arkansas was 

~aking the statement that Arkansas paid 
more tax than did the community-prop
erty States. Did the Senator previoUsly 
mention the amount of income taxes Ar
kansas paid? 

Mr .. McCLELLAN. In 1946 I believe 
the personal income taxes amounted to 
$65,000,000. -

Mr. MA YBANK. I am heartily in favor 
of the Senator's amendment, and I was 
trying to ·see . how it might affect ~outh 
Carolina in proportion. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It would make an 
average of approximately one-thirteenth 
more taxes paid across the board. 

Mr. MAYBANK. · Outside of the ex
cess profit taxes, the amount would be ap7 
proximately $65,000,000? _ 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. 
Mr. MA YBANK. South Carolina paid 

in the neighborhood of $100,000,000. . 
Mr. McCLELLAN. South Carolina. 

would probably be penalized to the ex
tent of approximately seven and one
half million dollars. · 

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Senator. 
I am very much interested in his argu
ment and I am heartily in favor .of his 
amendment·. I merely wanted to calcu:.. 
late in ·my own mind the savings that 
would be effected. · 

Mr. ·McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
shall not speak longer. The Senate will 
either adopt or reject my amendment. 
I do not want to take up more time. 
I have no purpose to delay the expedi
tious passage of "' the measure which is 
now before the Senate. I <Shall bave an
other amendment: to offer when the time 
is right, and I shall make some remarks 
on it, after this amendment is disposed 
of and I have an opportunity to present 
the other one. I talked about both of 
them brie:fly at· the iime I gave notice 
that I would present them. The other 
amendment has to do With the raising 
of personal exemptions up ·tO $750 for 
single persons and up to $1,590 for mar
ried persons. I have stated many times 
that there is just one reason for that, 
and that is that the husoand and Wife 
who are earning only $1,500 cannot pay 
income taxes except by denying them
selves of some of the actual necessities 
of life. I think the proper approach to 
tax reduction would be by a combination 
of these two proposals, :first, to correct 
the injustices which now exist by letting 
the reduction inure to persons who are 
now discriminated against, and then by 
raising the. personal exemptions of those 
persons in the low-income brackets who 
are most in need of tax relief. 

Tbe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment submitted 
by the Senator from Arkansas to the first 
amendment of the committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the distinguished Sen
ator from Arkansas if he knows whether 
any other Senator wants -to speak on his 
amendment; 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think most of the 
Senators are out for lunch· at the 
moment. 

Mr. MJT.T.IKJN. .Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Hatch O'D~niel 
Baldwin Hawkes O'Mahoney 
Ball Hayden Pepper 
Barkley Hickenlooper Reed _ 
Bricker · . H1ll Revercomb 
Brooks Hoey Robertson, Va. 
Buck Holland Robertson, Wyo. 
Bushfield Ives Russell 
Butler Jenner Saltonstall · 
Byrd Johnson, Colo·. Smith 
Cain . Johnston, S.C. Sparkman 
Capehart · · Kem Stewart 
Capper Kilgore Taft 
Chavez Knowla.nd Ta.ylo1· 
Connally Langer Thomas, Okla. 
Cooper Lodge Thomas, Utah 
Cordon Lucas Thye 
Donnell McCarran Tobey 
Downey McCarthy Tydings. 
Dworshak McClellan Umstead 
Eastland McFarland · Vandenberg 
Ecton McMahon Wagner 
Ellender Magnuson Watkins 
Ferguson Malone Wherry 
Flanders Maybank White 
Fulbright Millikin Wiley 
George Moore Williams 
Green Morse Wilson 
Gurney Murray Young 

_· The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. DoN
NELL -in the .chair). Eighty-seven.Sena
tors having answered to ,their names, a 
quorum is present. _ 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Arkan
sas to the first committee amendment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN . . Mr .. President, may 
I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas whether any Senator is pre
pared to go forward in behalf of his 
amendment? , _ 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understand my 
colleague, the junior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] wishes to dis
cuss the ~.mendment, but at the moment 
he is at lunch .. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President. there 
is great interest in the amendment which 
the distinguished Senator J;las offered. 
There is an obvious discrimination, of a 
type, between the income taxes paid in 
community-property States and those 
paid in other States. It has been a sub
j_ect Qf interest in the Congress for many 
years.-

'rhe first approach was to aim the 
remedy directly at the community-prop
erty States. That approach never suc
~eeded. I _have been told tliat the last 
time it came up in the Senate -it en
countered a filibuster. But the fact re
mains that there is a strong claim of dis
crimination between the· two types of 
States. 
· During the recent hearings of the Sen
ate Committee on Finance we had the 
honor of listening to the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN], the distinguished junior Sen
tor from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT}, the 
distinguished junior Senator froin. Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER], and others, in be
half of an amendment similar to that 
offered by the senior Senator from Ar
kansas, which is now pending. 

The Senate Committee on Finance did 
not take a light view of the subject. But 
we were driving toward a single objective, 
namely, an "ihcome-t.ax-reduction bill. 
It was perfectly apparent, or so it seemed 
to us, that we could-not achieve: that ob
jective and at the same time enact a 
general revision revenue bill. 
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There are numerous group inequities 

in our taxation structure. I believe that 
the Secretary of the Treasury outlined 
perhaps 20 of them to the House Ways 
and Means Committee during the hear· 
ings on House bill 1. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Colorado yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Did the inequities 
to which the Senator refer all involve 
substantial reductions in tax collections? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. - Many o( them in
volved reductions, many of them in
volved plugging loopholes, many of tpem 
involved achieving greater ·.symmetry in 
our tax structure. ·. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. . It was myJmpres.-
. sian that mainly they. involyed the stop
ping of ioopholes, ~nd that there is not 
involved in any of them a reduction in 
taxes comparable to that contemplated 
in curing the inequity which the pend
ing amendment proposes to cure. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I sh.all be very. glad 
to give the Senator a ·specific answer to 
his question. Th~ Secretary o1 the 

· Treasury; ·when he recently appeared be;
fore the House Ways and Means Com

. mittee,- in the hearings~ dea·lin-g :with ·the 
next tax-revision measure, tlfe hearings 

. having already commenced, touched on 
the . folio win~; subjects: · _ 

- He touched on double-taxation of-cor-
: porate dividends. That ·obviously inight · 
involve a reduction in taxes: .. ;' . ' 
. He touched on the whole . structure of 
corporate taxes. · 

Mr: FULBRIGHT. The taxing prin
ciple applies equally· to all citizens, does 
it ·not? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator's . point 
'was whether these suggestions touched 
reduction of taxes, and I am now in proc
ess of giving hfm a specifiq at1swer. , · 

- The doubie taxation of dividends def
~1nitely involves a reduction ·or taxes,. and 
to a very large extent. 

The Secretary of the Treasury dis
cussed the problems of small business, 
with the end in view of possibly giving 
,additional exemptions: to small ~business. 
That would inyolve·~ a very substantial 
·reduction in taxes. · · 

The Secretary discussed tax-exempt 
corporations. That might be in the na
ture, if anything· were done about it, of 
loophole plugging. 

The Secretary discussed business-loss 
offsets. 

He discussed the .subject of deprecia
tion. ObvioUsly, ff greater depreciation 
were a.llowed there might be a reduction 
in revenue. · 

He discussed discrimination against 
American business abroad, which, if any
thing were done about it, would distinctly 
involve reduction of taxes: 

He discussed family incomes, and I 
wish to read now exactly-what he said 
on th:at subject. I quote: 

Under present law there are inequalities in 
taxation. of families arising out of the fact 
that couples in community-property States 
are permitted to divide their community
earned and investment income for Federal 
income-tax purposes, thereby reducing their 
taxes under the progressive rate. schedule. 
There are also inequalities arish1g out of the 
fact that in all States recipients of invest• 

ment income have opportunities for splitting 
that income among members of the family, 

· whereas in non-community-property States . 
earned income is taxed to the earner. The 
tax value of income splitting varies with size. 
of income. Couples with not more than 
$2,000 of net income, after exemptions, can 
realize no tax ·benefit from income splitting, . 
whereas under the graduated rates couples 
with large incomes may realize substantial 
benefits. . These tax savings . have created 
difficult administrative problems and endless 
litigation in the field of family trusts, family 
partnerships, and various other types · ot 
property assignments. 

Over a period of years the Congress and the 
.Treasury have both considered means of elim
inating or .reducing the resulting tax in
equalities· among. similarly situated families, 
but no adequate solution of the problem has 
been adopte4. One limited ~pproach that 
has ; been considered in · the past would · be to 
e11minate 'the tax advantages of the com.:. 
munity-property system by taxing earned 
income to the earner and other community
property income to the spouse who. exercises 
management and cm:itrol. A more compre
hensi-ve approach to the problem, which has 
also received congressional attention· in the 
past, would be to require joint tax returns 
by husbands and wives. . Still another ap
proach, which has only recently been given 
-widespread ·_attention, :would be to eliminate 
:~ax diff~r{mces re~ulting ·from income - split~ 
ting between husbands and wives by· grant
_ing. couples in aU States· the option to divide 
their com~ined income.s for tax purposes. 

The existing inequalities in taxes on family 
incomes · a,re significant and ·call. for . ca'ref't,ll 
consid~r~tion of this problem. · It. must be . 
recognized -that -the vadous solutions that 
have .been s_uggested. would have different but 
important effects on the 'revenue yield of the 
1ncome·tax and on the distribution ·of taxes 
·among different income groups between mar
ried and single persons. It is, therefore, de
sirable to consider the family income prob
lem in connection with any comprehensive 
revision of· the ·individual tax. 

. Mr·. AIKEN. :Mr. President, win the 
. Senator from Colorado. yield.? · · · · 

Mr.: MILLIKIN. I yield to 'the Sena.:. 
tor from Vermont. -

Mr. AIKEN. I shouid like to ask the 
Senator·whet)ler ·the assumption of the 
committee that there can be a reduction 
of $3,2oo·;ooo,ooo in taxes this year, and 
also a reduction· in the national debt, is 
predicate.d on a reduction in approprhi.; 
tions of -not less than four and· a half 
billion dollars below the budget estimate: 
· Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to say 

to the distinguished Senator that we cast 
our bill on a budgetary .... plan with a _view 
to the Senate's reduction goal of four 
and a half billion. But, as was pointed 
out yesterday, and as has ,been pointed 
out throughout the whole debate, we can 
allow a very substantial failure to reach 
the goal and still have a sound budgetary 
background. · 
· As to the particular amendment now 
pending, it would add $800,000,000 to 
the cost of the bill. It seems to me that 
is a conclusive reason for not adopting 
the amendment at this time, because 
yesterday we decided that we wanted a 
$3,200,000,000 bill. The whole argument 
turned around that. The whole debate 
yesterday was budgetary, and the con
clusion was budgetary, and if we in
creased by $800,000,000 the result we 
arrived at yesterday, then everything 
that has been done would have a new 
aspect, and require a yrhole new reargu .. 

ment, and an argument which I should 
not care to make. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator for 
the explanation.·· 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Answering the Sen
ator's question further, among other 
matters which the Secretary of the 
Treasury discussed with the House Ways 
and Means Committee were pensions 
and annuities. I do not know how it is 
possible to get into those subjects with
out detracting: from the revenues. 
There was a question of credit for 
~earned income. That is a revenue-re
: du~tion matter. There were allowances 
-for · life-insurance_ premiums and other 
savings. · Those - are · revenue-reduction 
measures. There were suggestions re
garding. capital gains and losses, which 
would be revenue_~redu~tion 'measures . 
There were suggestions as to revision of 
excise taxes, which most definitely would 
involve reductions of -revenues. There 
were questions as to the revision of our 
structure on estate and gift taxes. I do 
not know just what structural revisions 
might be contemplated, but I doubt 
.whetha anyone would want to increase 

·.thos.e taxes, and it might result in reduc.;. 
:tions: ·There were questions of soCial.:. 
security taxes, · and numerous other 
·technical matterS.: . ;-
' . I go into all that detail for thr'ee rea .. 
·sons: First, to -answer the Senator's 
'-question ' specifically; second, to show 
exactly what the Secretary of the Ttreas
ury recommended, so far as the instant 
matter is concerned; and, third, to 
doubly em,phasize that the House Ways 
and Means Committee is now at work on 
all these problems. It is no longer an 
abstraetion, it. is _ no longer something 
that may be P'!lt off unt-il some indefinite 
·fl,lture 'time. It · is ·something which i~ · 
now occupying the attention of the House 
Way~· and Means Committee; and, as I 
have said before, Senators may be as
sured it will receive the very intense con~ 
sideration of the Senate Committee on 
Fin,ance .. 

I should like to repeat what was said 
in conn·ection . with the remarks of the 

· distinguished senior Senator from Ver~ 
mont. · We are talking-here· about adding 
$800,000,000 to the cost of the bill. The 
Senate Committee on Finance went to 
infinite pains to reduce the cost of the 
House bill, to bring· it down to $3,200,000,-
000, because we wanted to reach a reduc
tion figure that would coincide with the 
most ~on&ervative viewpoint, which I 
think we did. We considered that issue 
Y.esterday, and, I submit; we decided that 

· issue yesterday. I do not mean this in 
an offensive sense to those who in such 
good faith and with such earnestness are 
urging this amendment, but I suggest 
there would be a degree of irresponsibil
ity were we at this stage, after the pro
ceedings which we have had, to reverse 
everything we have done and start add· 
ing cost to the bill. 

The community.:.property States have 
an advantage ·at the present time. If I 
may ask the Senator from Arkansas, am 
I far off when I say it is $150,000,000? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. For 1945 it was 
$175,000,000. I think it was a little more 
Jn 1946. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. . To eliminate that 

advantage of $175,000~000, we must suf
fer a loss of national revenue of $800,-
000,000, and I believe that ultimately we 
shall,_ because I do not 'believe that. a dis
crimination of that kind can be allowed 
to exist. It will have to be viewed as a 
tax-reduction measure, but I emphasjze 
that we tailored this bill to give advan
tage to '4.9,000,0.00 income taxpayers, the 
largest group of taxpayers in the coun
try. It includes every man and every 
woman who makes an income-~ax re
turn. We concentrated on ·that exclu
sive objective, because we felt that they 
have borne, all of them, a grossly inequi
table and unfair tax burden, which 
should be relieved at the first possible 
moment. We .concluded that the mo
ment had come. 

When we get away from -~hat general 
benefit, when we ~ommence to try to 
solve in connection with this bill all the 
group inequities which I have listed, yes, 
when we commence to rectify one of 
those in connection with the pending 
bill, then the same considerations of 
e.quity require that we undertake to rec
tify them all. If one of them were to be 
accepted, there would no longer be an 
income-tax-reduction bill; there would 
be an overweighted bill of mixed objec.-. 
tives carrying too much reduction in 
in Federal revenue. But I repeat that if 
equity requires consideration of the in
stant amendment, it requires considera..:
tion now of all the others. We should, 
in that event, wind up here witJ- an ill
considered general-revenue revision bill, 
instead of. the pending bill, which is fo
cused on relief for 49,000,000 American 
citizens. This is nJt the place- to con- · 
sider the group problems. They ramify 
widely. The amendment before us ram
ifies into family partnerships: These in 
turn ramify intCJ estate and gift-tax mat':" 
ters. It is not something which can be 
sifted here on the floor of the Senate. I 
suggest that we should repel that kind 
of action. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Gladly. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. · It is hardly fair to 

say this is not the right way to do it, and 
that we should repel that sort of action. 
Certainly the committee had the oppor
tunity to consider these matters. The 
committee has not been bypassed. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Oh, no. Mr. Presi
dent, I was not for a moment suggesting 
that the matter had not been · presented 
to the committee. In :"act, at the open
ing of my statement I said that the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Arkansas 
appeared and made a very impressive 
presentation; that we were glad to have
him appear; and that we were instructed 
as a result of his appearance. We were 
very much interested. But as I said be
fore. we decided to have a bill which con
fined itself to the principal objective of 
income-tax reduction. This precluded 
making a general revision bill out of it: 
That was the principal reason why we 
did not approve the Senator's amend
ment, and that is one of the principal 
reasons why I suggest it should not be 
approved here. 

I want to point out what is involved in. 
the group aspect of the amendment. 

Considering those who would benefit and 
those who would not benefit under the 
proposed amendment, I invite the atten
tion of the Senate that in all the States 
5,400,000 people would benefit. All the 
same people would benefit from the pend
ing income-tax reduction bill~ although, 
of course, not so much as if both pro
posals were to become law. In all the 
community-property States only 200,000 
people would benefit, and in the non
community-property States 5,200,000 
people would benefit, in contrast, I re
peat, to the aim of the pending bill to 
benefit 49,000,000 people. If those.4,000,-
000 or 5,000,000 people are suffering from 
an inequity, that inequity should be cor
rected. I am not arguing against the 
correction of it. I am simply saying that· 
this is not the time to correct it, and that 
the time to correct it and the considera
tion of the correction of it is not indefi
nitely postponed, but is under way at the 
present time. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, w111 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
!v:Ir. McCLELLAN. I point out that 5,-

400,000 people would benefit by the adop
tion of my amend.ment, whereas the Sen
ator says the committee bill · grants a 
benefit to some 49,000,000. My amend
ment takes no benefit from the 49,000,000 
whom the bill sponsored by the Senator 
is proposed to relieve. It only adds to the 
Senator's bill the removal of an injustice, 
and that-Injustice will be perpetuated if 
my amendment is not agreed to. 

Mr. MILLIKIN.· Mr. President, I am 
emphasizing now not an argument 
against the ultimate acceptance of the 
Senator's amendment, but I am empha
sizing the fact that we are dealing here 
with a group problem, and by agreeing 
to the Senator's amendment we would be 
opening the door for the conversion of 
the bill into a general revision bill. Un
der the Senator's amendment a single 
person living alone would not · benefit, 
and there are many such people. Widows 
with children would not benefit. Widow
ers with children would not benefit. 
Children with dependent parents or other 
close relatives would not benefit. Couples 
whose income is now being received by 
husband and wife in approximately equal 
prop_ortions would not benefit. . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator again yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Gladly. 
Mr .. McCLELLAN. The Senator says 

those whom he just mentioned would not 
benefit .by the adoption of my amend· 
ment. They would not be harmed by 
t:Q.e adoption of my amendment, and the 
pending bill does grant benefits to them. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will say to the dis
tinguished Senator that I concede they 
would not be harmed. except. that when 
we grant a particular · group a benefit 
the other members of the whole group 
must bear the cost of it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I maintain that 
the bill perpetuates a group beiiefi~ 
which now accrues, and I am trying to 
qUit perpetuating this group benefit to 
the community-property States. , 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I understand the 
Senator's objective, and I hope he will 
understand that my objective at. the 
present time is to emphasize that this 

is a limited group benefit, although it 
may be considered a highly desirable 
one. 

Mr. TYDINGS and Mr. FULBRIGHT 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LODGE in the chair) . Does the Senator 
from Colorado yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield first ·to tne 
Senator from Maryland. -

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the thought expressed by the 
Senator from Colorado that if the 
amendment is adopted the pending 
measure will take on the nature of a 
tax bill far more general in scope than 
was originally contemplated;. but, for 
the record, I should like to ask the Sen
ator a question. He has indicated what 
his answer most likely will be; but is it 
not a fact that a man and his wife, or 
a. wife and her husband in a community
property State are now paying less taxes 
in toto than a man and his wife, or a 
wife . and her husband would pay on a 
similar income in a non-community
property State? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The answer clearly is 
04Yes." 

I yield now to the Senator from .t\rkan
sas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in 
reply to the last question I asked, the 
Senator from Colorado spoke of a num
ber of group problems, but I do not 
doubt that the Senator realizes that 
there is quite a difference between the 
problem we are now considering and one 
of those he mentioned, dealing with small 
business, or exemptions for corporation, 
or double taxation. Those problems ap
ply uniformly to all the States. There 
is a great distinction between them and 
discrimination against . a group based 
upon a geographical distribution of the 
persons, in other words, picking out cer
tain States and saying, "If you live iri 
one of those States, you can have this 
particular privilege, and if you do not, 
you cannot have the privilege." So the 
particular group problem we are now 
considering is on an entirely different 
basis from all the others the Senator 
mentioned, which relate only to practices 
or particular conditions with regard to 
doing business, all of which are uniform 
in every State. That is to say, when it 
comes, for instance, to the double taxa
tion of corporate dividends, that provi
sion of law applies to all the States. ·So 
I do not think it is an admissible premise 
to treat this particular discrimination as 
being part and parcel of or just like other 

· group problems. It is very different 
from them. · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I s\lg
gest to the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas that the heart and core of the 
argument made upon this amendment is 
one resting on inequity, on discrimina
tion. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The discrimimition 
is between citizens of States. That is not 
the case in any of the' other problems. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest to the dis
tinguished Senator that if there is an 
inequity in our tax structure, it is no 
less and is no more an inequity because 
it follows geographical lines or exists 
over the whole country. What is the dif-
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ference, so far as the moving point of 
the argument is concerned? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think there is a 
great difference. I do not think we have 
ever at any time in any place in our 
law, criminal or civil, or . in any regu
lations, made any distinctions based 
upon citizenship in any of the States 
within the United States, but in connec
tion wi~h the Federal income tax we have 
always ma-de distinctions. We make 
distinctions in the pending tax bill itself. 
We graduate the tax. We make ·a man 
who has a large income pay a higher 
percentage than a man with a small in
come. That is one example. We have 
always admitted that. It is a discrimi
nation, but it is not inequitable, at least 
we do not consider it to be so. It is 
acceptable. I cannot think of any case 
except where community-property laws 
apply . where we discriminate between 
individuals because one person happens 
to live in California and another hap
pens to live in Arkansas or in Colorado. 
Can the Senator cite any other case where 
we make a distinction and a difference 
in the burden because of citizenship in 
a particular State or States? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, Ire
gard the distinction as utterly irrelevant. 
If a citizen ' of the United States . has · 
suffered an inequity, what difference does 
it make whether he suffers it by reason 
of State lines or whether he suffers it 
for any other reason? What is the dif
ference? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is not quite clear 
that the other things the Senator men
tioned are inequities. They certainly 
are not so clear to my mind as being in
equities, as that the situation covered by 
the pending amendment is discrimfnation 
because of citizenship. When· I suggest 
such a matter as double taxation of 
dividends I am not at all sure that that 
:Is a case of an inequity in the sense that 
the matter under discussion is. Double 
taxation is a matter of policy just the 
same as is graduation of taxes. We 
m2,ke one wpo receives more money pay 
a higher percentage than one who re
ceives less. Is that aR inequity? I do 
not know. I do not think we can bring 
great moral questions into the type of 
thing which is a matter of fiscal policy. 
But that certainly is not true of the 
matter under consideration. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I invite the Senator's 
attention to the fact that so far as double 
taxation of dividends, or the ·15 or 20 
other things which I mentioned awhile 
ago are concerned, the person who 
suffers those impositions cannot escape 
suffering them by moving into another 
State. No matter where he is, he suffers 
those impositions, whereas there is some 
relief from community-property discrim
ination, first by not remaining in States 
not having such a law, which I do not 
recommend, and second, by the States 
themselves taking corrective action, 
which the State of Arkansas did at one 
time, and then abandoned. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Then the Senator 
thinks that this matter is not so serious 
because we could all move to Texas or · 
any other State, if we wanted to? That 
would be a form of relief, but I do not 
see that would be appropriate. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am not going to 
cdopt the Senator's geographical argu-

ment and commence to discriminate on 
the basis of where it is most desirable 
to live. I invite all Senators to come and 
live in Colorado. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If Colorado had a 
community property law, perhaps more 
of us could afford to go to Colorado. 

I do not believe the Senator has rec
ognized my point. In the double taxa
tion ~ase mentioned by the Senator, all 
the persons involved, wherever they live, 
are treated the same. There is no in
equity as between them, whereas in this 
case a man with exactly the same income, 
living· a hundred yards across the State 
line, must pay a great deal more, under 
exactly the same· circumstances. That 
is not a principle that has ever been 
admissible in any case of which I have 
ever heard, 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I merely wish to point 

out to the Senator from Arkansas that 
the alleged discrimination to which he 
refers does not arise by virtue of a Stat~ 
line. The discrimination arises by virtue 
of a system of ownership of property. 
Taxes have always been related to the 
ownership of property. I think the S2n
ator from Arkansas is quite unfair in 
saying that it is merely a question of 
crossing State lines. It is not. It is a 
question of where· the title and owner
ship of property or the title and owner
ship of income is vested. That is the 
question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I disagree with the 
Senator. A moment ago there was cited 
the case of taxation in my State on 
partnerships. There have been a number 
of cases in which the husband gave the 
property to the wife. He paid a gift tax 
on it and went through all the formali
ties of transfering the property; and yet, 
because it is in Arkansas, even after 
going through that procedure the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue will not recognize 
the partnership as valid. The ownership 
is just as valid under the State law of 
Arlmnsas as it would be under the laws 
of Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, or any 
of the other community-property States. 
In other words, after going through all 
that trouble and paying a gift tax, we 
cannot achieve in Arkansas the same re
sult which is automatic in a community
property State. I submit that the differ
ential mentioned by the Senator does not 
hold. 

An illustration relating to estate taxes 
was given by the Senator from California. 
According to the Senator from California. 
in the case of the estate tax the principle 
is not recognized. To me that indicates 
that the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
realizes that the principle is a fiction and 
a fraud . . It is a fraud in the sense that 
it distinguishes between citizens of the 
country, and therefore the Bur·eau will 
not go quite so far as to recognize the 
principle in the case of an estate tax. 

Mr. HATCH. The illustration which 
the Senator from Arkansas has just cited 
does not relate to a discrimination as 
between States. The vice which he 
points out lies in the ruling which has 
been made by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue. What the Senator from Ar
kansas should do if he wishes to correct 
that error is to introduce and sponsor a 

simple' measure providing that any part
nership in the State of Arkansas between 
husband and wife which is valid and 
legitimate under the laws of his State 
shall be treated in exactly the same way, 
for purposes of taxation, as are valid and 
legitimate partnerships in the commu
nity-pro_perty States. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is exactly 
what this amendment would accomplish. 

Mr. HATCH. I do not understand 
that that is what the amendment would 
accomplish. If I correctly understand 
the am'Emdment-and I should like to 
have some light on that question-the 
amendment does not relate to the forma
tion of marital partnerships. Am I 
correct? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the senator from Colorado yield to me? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. The amendment 

would have the same effect as though 
the partnership existed in the Senator's 
State under the community property law. 
But if this amendment fails, then the 
only recourse- I have to help those who 
have formed partnerships is to offer a.n 
amendment, which I have prepared, to 
compel the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
to recognize legal partnerships between 
husband and wife in my State. How
ever, if this amendment should be 
adopted-and it ought to be agreed to, 
so as to treat everyone alike-the need 
for the other amendment would no 
longer exist. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Colorado yield to me so 
that I may make an inquiry with a view 
to gaining a correct understanding of 
the amendment? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. Am I to understand 

that the pending amendment would per
mit husband and wife to divide their in
come, each paying a tax upon their sep
arate income, without regard to any 
partnership or ownership of property or 
ownership of income? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is what it 
would permit. It would permit the split- · 
ting of income, just as it is permitted in 
the Senator's State. 

Mr. HATCH. The point I am trying 
to make clear is this: When the Senator 
proposes, by this amendment, to permit 
a husband and wife to divide income 
without relationship to ownership of 
property, he is basing taxes upon a theory 
never before applied in the ·history of 
taxation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Let me ask a ques
tioll about the situation in community
property States. Suppose a man earns 
$10,000 a year from his profession, with
out any investment in property. Is his 
wife entitled to half that income? 

Mr. HATCH. She is the legal owner 
of half the income. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is not prop
erty. That is income. That is what 
we are trying to reach by this amend
ment. 

Mr. HATCH. She is the legal owner 
of it. However, as I understand, the 
amendment does not make that dis
tinction. Under the terms of the amend
ment, the wife would not be the legal 
owner. The husband would still be the 
owner, and he would arbitrarily divide 
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the income, without relation to owner-
ship. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The amendment 
would make her the o~er for tax pur
poses. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
· the Senator from Colorado yield to me 
to enable me to ask the Senator from 
New Mexico a question? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to 

ask the Senator from New Mexico 
whether his relationship to his monthly 
salary is any different from my relation-

. ship to my salary. Does he really feel 
that there is any difference? Does he 

· go through any particular formality be
cause he comes from a community-prop
erty State? Does he have to hand over 

. half his salary to his wife every month 
in order to comply with the la~? Just 
what is the dif!erence, in a substantive 
way? The Senator comes from a com
munity-property State. 

Mr. HATCH. · Yes. Under the com
munity-property law, my wife .is the ab· 
solute owner of one-half of my salary. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is the prae-
tical significance? · 

Mr. HATCH. In a community-prqp
erty State the husband is the manager 
of the community. In the West we have 
mining partnerships in which one mem
ber of the partnership is designated as 
the manager. That is the best illustra
tion I can give. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As a practical mat
ter--

-Mr. HATCH. I · am coming to that. 
I have encountered many practical 
cases. When I was a judge on -the bench 
in New Mexico I tried many 'cases · in
volving a division of income or a di
Vision of property as between husband 

. and wife. . I have awarded separations 
when there was no divorce. I have di
vided the income and the property in 
half. I have awarded a divorce when the 
wife was at. fault, and she took complete 
ownership of one-half the property. As 
a judge I had no power to give it to the 
husband. . 

Mr. FlJLBRIGHT. I do not wish to 
delay action on the bili too long-

Mr. HATCH. The Senator asked me 
about practical applications. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I asked about-the 
Senator's own experience. Does he go 
~rough any different dealings with his 
monthly salary than I do? I doubt it. 
The Senator pays his bills. He writes 
the checks. Does his wife · have to 
countersign the checks? 

Mr. HATCH. After the family ex-
. penses are paid, there is nothing left to 
divide between husband and wife. That 
has been the situation for many years. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Therefore there is 
no difference. ' 

Mr. HATCH. Neither one has any 
ownership. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I understand it. 
there is no difference between what the 
Senator does and what I do, except that 
the Senator finishes tpe year with ap
proximately $650 more than I have, be-

. cause he happens to come from New 
Mexico. That is the main difference. 
Other than that, there is no practical 
di1Ierence. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I do not technical staff to make the necessary re
wish to consume the time of the Senate adjustments of the tables of rates and 

. unnecessarily. The mind of the Senator . to do everything necessary to bring 
from Arkansas is made up. I tried to about what the Senator suggests. 

~poin·t out to him a simple way by which Second, th~ Senator asks whether it 
· the thing he desires can be done. The would be pos~ible. I assume that just as 
husband and wife, by a simple contract; we can add we can also subtract. The 
can establish a -community of property main question is that we have set out to 
for the payment of taxes and the owner- · accomplish an income-tax-reduction 
ship of income, if they so desire. That bill. We have not set out to accomplish 

, would place them upon exactly the same a general revenue revision bill at this 
basis as citizens of comi.mnlty-property time. As has been repeatedly pointed 
States. I do not have any preference out, it is a limited group that will bene
whatever over other States because I · fit. Although the amendment may have 
come from a community-property State. all the merit in the world, its benefits are 

- I am perfectly willing to accord to every limited to a particular class; and it was 
State the same right possessed by those not our intention to get into group bene
who live in community-property states, fits, but to take them up in the prospec-

-providing only that the payment of taxes . tive general revision bill on which we 
is based upon the fundamental provision have started working . 
of ownership of property. If we have Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
that, we are equal. But if ~e adopt a the Senator yield? 
course which has oo relation whatever to Mr .. MILLIKIN. I yield. 

· ownership there 'is a vast preference over Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator said 
those who have to comply with the com- · that it ·was not the purpose of the com
munity-property law. It is not a volun- mittee to go into group benefits. I ask 
tary thing, w~ether we like it or not. the Senator if it is not a fact that in the 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will bill the committee has singled out a par-
the Senator from Colorado yield? ticular group and has given them a 

Mr. MILLIKIN. · I yield. special benefit by increasing the exemp-
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator made tion for persons over 65 years of age, and 

the point a moment ago that the amend- if the committee did not take that into 
ment would add $800,000,000 to the ·cost account while this other benefit was not 
of the bill. May I suggest to the Sena- taken into account? 
tor, since we are committed to · ta~ re- Mr. MILLIKIN. f accept the Sena
duction-the chairm~n of the committee · tor's correction. I may say that the cost' 
certainly is-that it is a very simple thing of the additional exemption in behalf of 
to cure. All we need to do, if this amend- those over 65 years of age is about $150,
ment be adopted, is 'to reduce the per- 000,000. That raises another very prac
centage of the reduction in the medium tical point. This bill wiiJ have to go -to 
and higher brackets commensurately. · conference. We have already taken out 
That would in no way raise the over-all the retroactive feature of it. We have 
amount of the tax reduction. Is not that interfered with the rate of progression of 
correct? tax reduction. We have made a num-

Mr. 1\mLIKIN. I am sorry. I was en- ber of technical amendments. When 
gagedin another matter and did not hear the bill is in conference I feel quite con
the Senator's question. · fident that the amendment of the Sena

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought the tor from Arkansas, if it were adopted, 
Senator was engaged in this debate. would not be accepted by the House. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator be Much time would be wasted in a dead
good enpugh to ask his question again? lock and we would have diinculty in 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator made achieving our goa:t of getting the bill 
the point that. if the amendment were into operation in ample time prior to 
agreed to, there would be an increase in July 1. 
the cost of the bill to the Federal Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, Will 

. Treasury of approXimately $800,000,000. the Senator yield? · 
If this amendment were agreed to. would Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
it not be a very simple matter-! am sure Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not under-
it can be figured in a very few minutes- stand why the Senator thinks it would 
to calculate the amount needed to re- not be accepted by the House. Commu
duce the percentage of reduction in the nity-property States have more infiu
medium and higher brackets? It would · ence in the House than they have in the 
then be a complete bill. There is nothing Senate. 
very difiicult about adjusting or absorb- Mr. MILLIKIN. .I presume they have 
ing this amount. I think the Senator influence. I do know that the House 
knows very well that a large reduction wants an income-tax-reduction bill, but 
is required, and the only time we will get I can do no more than ask the Senator 
it is when we are making a substantial . to accept my judgment that it would not 
reduction. If it is put off until next year accept a serious deviation from that 
there is no hope that it will be effected. objective. 
While we are setting out to reduce taxes Mt. FULBRIGHT. It is my under
by $3,200,000,000 it is very easy to absorb · standing that in the other House the bill 
$800,000,000, simply by a change in the was considered under a rule which pro
percentage 1>f reduction in the higher . vided that no . amendment· could be 
brackets. o:trered. I do not think there is any evi-

Mr. MILI.iiKIN. Mr. President, there · dence to point to the conclusion that the 
are several parts to the Senator's ques- Senator draws that the House would not 

. tion. The first "barrel" of his question ' accept it. · 

. involves ease of operation. · I should like · Mr. MILL!KIN. · I am .simply · saying 
to suggest to the Senator that. it would that this amendment did not find its way 
probably take· a week or more for the to the bill in the House, and I am sug .. 
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gesting that it would not be acceptable 
to the House. · 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield·to the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, we 
have had an interesting discussion today, 
and I wish to say again to my able col
league from Arkansas that) if the proper 
amendment is presented at the time 
when a general tax revision bill is under 
consideration I shall certainly be glad to 
join with him in trying to cure the 
inequities which exist. He has pointed 
out one inequity. I pointed out another 
inequity in the matter of estate taxes 
that apply against community property 
States. The able Senator from Colorado 
has pointed out that under the Railroad 
Retirement Act certain pensions are free 
from taxation, whereas the pensions of 
certain other people in public service, 
such as school teachers and others, are 
not free from taxation. There are a 
number of ineq11ities which should be 
considered by the Finance Committee 
when the matter is taken up at the 
beginning of the next session of the 
Eightieth Congress. 

I wish to point out, however, Mr. Pres
ident, that States which are el)deavoring 
to get the advantages possessed by the 
so-called community property States 
should not get them without accepting 
the responsibilities that accompany 
them. · · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I will yield to my col
league from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator was 
speaking about a number of inequities 
that should be adjusted. The Senator 
referred to the liability of the commu
nity-prope~-ty States. That ·is exactly 
what we are complaining about and 
what we are trying to rectify. The lia- · 
bility to the Federal Government for 
the cost of government is not so high 
as is the liability of those of us who do 
not live in community-property States 
under the practical administration and 
operation of the present system and law. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, we have 
a little different view of the ·situation 
than has my able colleague from Ar
kansas. The community-property sys
tem was not established or designed to 
avoid taxes. The community partner
ship is an anci_ent practice and a civilized 
way of recognizing the wife's interest 
as a partner and co-owner with her hus
band. It is based on the enlightened so
cial and ethical principle that husband . 
and wife work together as equal part
ners to maintain their home, and the 
wife should have, in her sphere, no less 
than the husband in his, whatever is 
acquired or gained through the marriage 
that is due to the efforts, industry, and 
sacrifice of both, and belongs, therefore, 
to the marital partnership. Community 
partnership is older than Federal-income 
taxation and older than the Nation itself. 
The original community-property States 
got their system of property from the 
Mexican laws. It is, in our opinion, at 
least, more in keeping with the American 
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way of life than the common-law system 
of marital property rights which origi
nated in the Norman-English feudal con
cept that a wife had no legal existence 
apart from her husband. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator will 
permit me to complete my remarks, I 
shall be glad to yield to him. 

I say again to the Senator from Ar
kansas that if at the next session of 
Congress; after·proper consideration, leg
islation is reported which will in fact 
accord to the families and the wives in 
the non-community-property States the 
treatment which is accorded to those in 
the community-property States, I shall 
be most happy to join with him in seeing 
to it, insofar as we can do so, that the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue recognizes 
that situation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. One thing which I 

cannot understand on the part of those 
who oppose this amend~ent is that they 
say they will do it next year; but if the 
Government can stand a $800,000,000 re
duction in taxes next year, it .can stand 
it now. So why postpone it? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I respectfully sub
mit to the .able Senator from Arkansas 
that I think the chairman of the Finance 
Committee has put his finger on the sit
uation, which is that if we open up the 

· bill at this point, then in all fairness we 
must open it up with respect to dis
criminations against the community
property . States relative to 19~2 estate 
taxes; and if we open it up that far, then 
we· shall enter another field of discrimi
nation, and we shall have a bill which 
will be much wider than the able chair
man of the Finance Committee feels that 
the bill at this session of Congress should 
be. · 

I now yield to the able Senator from 
Illinois. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I should 
like to remind the _Senator that the bill 
is not what the proponents claim, for, 
as has been pointed out over -and over 
again, the bill -grants special exemptions 
to a special class-viz, 'taxpayers over 65 
years of age-giving them a special ex
emption of $500. So complicated is that 
particular exemption that in order to 
meet -that situation and to do something 
for those in dire need over 65 years of 
age, it was necessary to place all citizens 
over 65 in the same category, regardless 
of their financial position. That is one 
of the inequities the Senator from Colo
rado pointed out a moment ago. Such 
a provision is now in the bill. No one 
has told me thus far why it is in the bill, 
fr.om the standpoint of equity or in
equity; but it is there. · 

If that is an inequity which should be 
taken care of, certainly the inequity that 
is involved in the case of the non-com
munity-property States is much more 
important, because the people in the 
non-community-property States have 
been suffering for a long time from 
downright discriminatory treatment in 
the payment of taxes. 

I am glad the Senator says that some 
time, some day, somewhere, in some way, 
he will be willing to go along and pro
vide for uniform treatment throughout 
the United States so far as that matter 
is concerned. But I observe that Sen
ators from the community-property 
States are always putting off the day 
when they will take such steps; they 
are always saying they will wait until 
tomorrow, whereas they should act now, 
if they wish to place all the States on a 
basis of receiving uniform treatment. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me, I should like 
to ask a question with respect to the 
Finance Committee, on which I had the 
pleasure of serving until the present 
session: Was there any proposal with 
respect to dividing into two groups the 
persons in the 65-year-age group, with 
one group comprising those of that age 
who live in the community-property 
States, and the other group comprising 
those of that age who live in the non
community-property States? 

Mr. LUCAS. Of course there was not. 
So far as inequities are concerned, Mr. 
President, if we are going to deal with 
inequities, the one we are now discussing 
is the most glaring of all inequities. I 
refer to the failure of the Congress for 
26 years to do anything about the split
ting of this Nation on the basis of com
munity-property and non-community
property States. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have offered two amendments to the 
pending bill, House billl, which I intend 
to propose at the proper time. It is not 
my purpose to discuss these amend
ments at length today, but I do wish to 
call them to the attention of the Sen
ate and of the people of the Nation, and 
I hope every Senator may find an op
portunity to familiarize himself with 
them before he is called upon to vote 
on them. 

The first of my two amendments has 
been offered because of my firm con
viction that our present system of appli
cation of income taxes to corporate 
dividends is double taxation. 
- My proposed amendment would deal 
with this problem of double taxation by 
allowing each stockholder credit for his 
pro rata share of taxes paid by the cor
poration on its earnings. This would 
not involve any complex formula or any 
substantial amount of bookkeeping. So 
far as the taxpayer is concerned, the 
bookkeeping involved would be negli
gible; and all that would be required of 
a corporation would be to report, to all 
of its stockholders, the amount of taxes 
paid and the proportion of the total 
corporate stock, issued and outstanding, 
which is represented by one share of 
stock. The taxpayer could then mul
tiply that percentage by the number of 
shares he held, and he would know ex
actly how much of the corporate tax 
he was allowed to take credit for. 

I have heard it argued, Mr. President, 
that in some cases the taxpayer might 
find that the credit thus allowed him 
was greater than the tax which he was 
required to pay, and that he would, 
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therefore, be entitled to a refund; and 
that the making of such refunds would 
be a terribly complicated process. I can
not believe that, Mr. President. The 
making of such refunds would be in no 
way any more complicated than the 
making of refunds on withholding taxes. 
If the Government has collected from 
any citizen taxes in excess of the taxes 
to which the Government is entitled, 
there should be a refund; and it is not 
even plausible to argue that the refund 
to which the taxpayer is entitled should 
be withheld because it will cost tJ:le 
Government a certain amount of effort 
to make the refund. 

I have also heard it argued, Mr. Presi
dent, that in seeking to do something 
about this double taxation feature with 
respect to corporate dividends, those of 
us who will support my amendment are 
only trying to help the rich men of the 
Nation. That simply is not so. More 
than half of all the dividends received 

. in the United States are received by peo
ple whose total incomes are less than 
$5,000 a year. Many of these people 
live wholly, or almost entirely, on divi
dends. With the dollar shrunken in buy
ing power, as it is today, many of these 
people are having great trouble making 
ends meet. My amendment would give 
them immediate and effective relief, and 
relief to which, in equity, they clearly 
are entitled. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that the text of my proposed 
amendment to deal with this problem of 
double taxation be printed in the REc
ORD at this point, as a part of my re
marks, and that the amendment also be 
printed and ordered to lie on the table. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment was received, ordered to lie on the 
table, to be printed, and to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill, insert the 
following: 

"SEc. -. Section 23 (d) of the Internal 
Revenue Code, as amended, is further 
amended by renumbering the matter now 
contained therein as clause (1) and by add
ing thereto a new paragraph as follows: 

"(2) The deduction for taxes allowed by 
subsection (c) shall be allowed to a stock
holder of a corporation in the case of taxes 
imposed upon the earnings of the corpora
tion and paid by the corporation: Provided, 
That such allowance in no case shall exceed 
that proportion of such taxes bearing the 
same ratio to the total taxes so imposed and 
paid as the shares of stock owned by the 
stockholder bear to the total corporate stock 
issued and outstanding." 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
second amendment which I have pro
posed to the pending tax bill is designed 
to permit, and to encourage, the plow
ing back of business profits into in
creased production, through the expan
sion, improvement, and modernization of 
plant facilities. I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this amendment 
be inserted in the RECORD at this point, 
as a part of my remarks, and that it be 
printed and lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment will be printed 
as a part of the Senator's remarks, and 
will also be printed for the informa
tion of the Senate, and will lie on the 
table. 

The amendment intended to be pro
posed by Mr. McCARRAN is as follows: 

At the proper place in the bill insert the 
following: 

"SEC. -. Section 23 of the Internal 
Revenue Code (relating to deductions from 
gross income) is hereby amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new subsection to read 
as follows: 

" ' (bb) Capital expenditures for trade or 
business: At the election of a taxpayer, all 
expenditures (subject to limitations pre
scribed below) paid or incurred during the 
taxable year for the acquisition, construction, 
or improvement of any real or personal prop
erty to be used in a trade or business. Total 
deductions under this subsection in any 1 
year shall not exceed $125,000 or 50 percent 
of the taxpayer's net income as computed 
without the benefits of this subsection, 
whichever is the lesser. If in any year ex
penditures deductible under this subsection 
are less than the total of such expenditures, 
the balance may be added to the expenditures 
of the immediately succeeding year and be . 
considered for the purposes of this subsec
tion as having been made in such immedi
ately succeeding year. Such expenditures 
shall be allowable as deductions only under 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Com
missioner, with the approval of the Secretary.' 

"SEC.-. Section 24 (a) (2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code (relating to items not de
ductible from gross income) is ~ereby 
amended to read as follows: 'Any amount 
paid out for new buildings or for permanent 
improvements or betterments made to in
crease the value of any property or estate, 
except as provided in section 23 (bb) ;'. 

"SEc. -. Section 113 (b) (1) of the In
ternal Revenue Code (relating · to adjusted 
basis for property) is hereby amended by 
striking out the period at the end of sub
paragraph (H), and inserting in lieu thereof 
a semicolon and by adding after subpara
graph (H) a new subparagraph to read as fol
lows: 

" • (I) for expenditures deducted under the 
provisions of section 23 (bb) .' 

"SEC. -. The amendments made by sec
tions , . and of this act shall be applic
able only with respect to taxable years be
ginning after December 31, 1946.'' 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
centralization of industrial power in the 
United States is growing yearly. One of 
the factors working toward a constantly · 
greater and greater centralization is the 
inability of small business to grow in the 
traditional American fashion. 

In a capitalistic democracy such as 
ours, it is vitally important to have a 
constant i:-1fusion of new blood at the 
bottom of the business ladder, in all 
fields of endeavor; and to give those who 
start new enterprises every- reasonable 
opportunity and inducement to grow. 

Our present tax structure does not pro
vide such opportunity and such induce
ment. The profits from a business which 
the proprietor invests in new plant, ma
chinery, or equipment, to increase his 
production, are taxed just as are any 
other· profits. ·such expenditures are 
not deductible expenses in the year in 
which made. They have to be capital
ized, and then the capital expenditure 
must be amortized over a period of years. 

The amendment which I have pro
posed would permit capital expenditures, 
within certain limitations, to be allowed 
as a deduction in computing taxable in
come. In other words, this proposal 
amounts to 100 percent depreciation on 
capital expenditures, within certain 
limits. 

The amendment suggests a limitation 
of not exceeding $125,000, or 50 percent 
of the taxpayer's net income, whichever 
is the lesser, in any given year. 

Perhaps this figure is too high, though 
I have heard many contend that it is 
too low. I am particularly interested in 
helping small business; and if it should 
be the judgment of the Senate that this 
dollar limitation should be reduced, I 
would be content. I do not believe it 
should go, in any case, below $50,000 as 
the maximum limit; but even that would 
be of some aid to small business, since 
many small businesses would be greatly 
helped by the opportunity to make even 
that much of an expenditure, on a tax 
deductible basis. However, let me speak 
a word of warning. If the Congress 
adopted this principle, it should ~1ot, in 
an excess of caution, set the maximum 
limitation too low. With costs in all 
lines as high as they are today, the maxi
mum limitation should be set high 
enough to provide a real relief and a real 
benefit. 

There is in this country today an ex
cessive demand over supply in many 
fields, .~,Jarticularly in the field of con
sumer goods. General tax relief will 
only increase that demand, without doing 
anything to increase· the supply. The 
amendment which I have proposed would 
do something about increasing the sup
ply, since it would provide incentive for 
expanded production. 

This proposal would afford particu
larly effective relief to the small, unin
corporated busine sman. The present 
corporation tax rate ranges from 21 per
cent to 38 percent, with profits below 
$50,000, and rests at 38 percent where 
profits are larger. The small business
man who is unincorporated runs head
on into an even greater tax barrier, be
cause under the present law a small busi
n~ssman with an income of $50,000 pays 
out more th11n 50 percent of his income 
in 'taxes. Under those conditions, it is 
almost impossible for a man to build a 
business. 

Big business has the financial con
tacts-the contacts with banks, with 
underwriters, with large investors
which enable it to borrow the money it 
needs for expansion. In many cases, a 
small businessman has only one source 
of mopey, namely, the profits on his 
business. 

This country needs small business. It 
needs small business that has a chance 
to grow and play a real part in our 
economy. But small business cannot 
grow unless it has the money with which 
to finance the expansion. And even if 
a small businessman is able to get the 
capital he needs from outside his busi
ness, he often runs the risk, in getting 
it, of losing control of his business to out
siders; or, more particularly, to his big
business competitors. My proposed 
amendment would give him an oppor
tunity to plow back into the expansion of 
his business some of the profits from 
that business. 

To the precise extent that taxes re
duce the funds available for plowing 
back into a small business, they handi
cap the growth of small business in 
general, and continue to assist big busi
ness in retaining its superior position. 
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In considering my proposed amend

ment, the question · immediately arises: 
What will it cost the Federal Govern
ment? Obviously, , there will be a 
reduction in tax revenues, in proportion 
to the increase of capital investments, 
for expansion and increased production, 
which the enactment of this measure 
would bring about. However, this is 

gardS t.Qe previous tax reduction-that the 
corporations got the benefit, placing the in
dividual a~ a greater disadvantage than ever. 

Mr. Baruch wrote me that he does not 
favor _any tax redur:tion at this time; he 
favors reducing expenditures first and 
then getting some of our debt canceled. 
But he adds that-and again I quote 
from his letter: 

simply a taking of depreciation all at sucli a plan as yours wia stimulate bust
once, and therefore no further deduc- ness, thus stimulating volume and bringing 
tions for depreciation will be allowed in our economy more into balance. 
future years. Thus, tax collections will 
tend to even out, and it is extremely I have quoted M:r.·. Baruch. at such 
doubtful if in the long run the Govern- length because he is 2. man whose coun-
ment would lose any money. In fact, I sel is always .worth listening to. 
anticipate that the gains in taxable pro- Mr. President, in · addition to Mr. 
duction, through th_e stimulation of Baruch's letter, I hold . in my hand a 
business which this measure would bring number of other letters from business-
about, would yield a substantially_ in- men in different parts of the. country. I 
creased revenue in future years. have here le-tters -from Cleveland, Ohio; 

The nearest. thing to an estimate of Gold Hill, Oreg.; Reno, Nev.; Washing
the cost of this proposal which I have ton, D. C.; Wichita Falls, Tex:; St. Louis, 
been able to secure from the Treasury Mo.; Las Vegas, Nev.; Chicag_o, Ill.; Salt 
Department-and I secured it only most Lake City, Utah; New York, N.Y.; San 
informally-is that if every corporation Francisco, Calif.; Kellogg, Idaho; Balti
in the United · States took maximum more, Md.; -Hashville, Tenn.; Childress, 
ap.vantage of this proposal, the estimated Tex.; Glendora, Calif.; Keokuk, Iowa; 
revenue collections for the year 1947 Chelsea, Mass.; and from other places. 
might be reduc~d by ap_proxim~tely I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
$1,000,000,000. Baruch's letter and the other letters to 

-That sounds like a staggering sum. , . which I have referred be inserted in the 
Bear in mind these facts: The present RECORD at this point, as a part of my re-
estimate of revenue for the' year 1947 is marks. · · 
between thirty-nine and forty · billion The -PRESIDING OFFICER. - Is there 
dollars, so that the maximum anticipated objection? 
reduction is less · . than 5 percent. There beirig no objection, the letters 
Secondly, it is unthinkable that all the were ordered to be pri:ltr;d in the RECORD, 
corporations in the United States would as follows: 
take advantage ·Of thiS proposal to itS AMERICAN FINISH & CHEMICAL Co., 
maximum, since it is a well-known fact Chelsea, Mass., April 14, 1947. 
that American businessmen do not Senator McCARRAN, 
spend .money for expansion of produc- ·United states Senate, 
tion, for new plant, equipment, machin- washington, D. c. 
ery, and the like, unless they need it. DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: According to a 

However, I have just this to say: The news article I just read, you are planning to 
argument that this proposal would cost end the so-called double taxati'on on cer
the Government a billion dollars . in an- tain corporate dividends. I'm writing to commend you on your stand in this matter 
ticipated tax revenue presupposes that and to give· you a little enco-uragement if 
the amendment would, if enacted, result you need it. · 
in increasing by several billions of dol.. We are one of those so-called small busi
lars the capital expenditures for expan- nesses who are very seriously affected by 
sion of business and for increased this double taxation. This is a closed cor
production. I count that one of the poratlon which was started with nothing, 
strongest possible arguments in favor ·of and the owners have never been able to take 
th 

a cent of dividendS out of this company, 
e proposal. havliJ.g plowed back all of their earnings. So 
I have received many letters about this all we've had are our modest salaries. Mean

proposal, from all over the country, since while, we've paid enormous corporation 
I presented the proposed amendment taxes (that is, enormous for us) and now 
less than 3 weeks ago. , we'd like to take a little out in· the form of 

One of those letters was from Mr. Ber- a dividend, but having been taxed so heavily 
d M B h I h' 1 tt M · on our earnings (as high as 80 percent) we 

nar · aruc · n IS e er, r. hate like the devil to pay an additional 25 
Baruch said: · percent. 

1 just want to say that the general purpose We feel that our corporation, although 
of your plan is good. I would rather do very small, does make a decided contribu
something of this kind than to reduce taxes tion to the general welfare. We employ 
in any other form. about 30 p-eople, all of whom are guaranteed 

an annual Wage, Which is higher than cor- . 
respo~ding industries pay, and we give our 
employees annual -· holidays and pay for all 
other holidays during the year. There must 
be thousands of other small firms doing the 
same thing; that is, closed corporations who 
are entitled to a little p.rofit as a result of 
extremely strenuous labors to keep t;he ball 
rolling. 

Referring to the text of a statement 
which I made on the floor with respect to 
this proposed amendment, Mr. Baruch 
indicated that he endorses wholeheart
edly what I had to say about the effect 
of the present tax situation on unincor
porated small business. Let me quote 
again from Mr. Baruch's letter: I hope that you'll be able to make the 

No unincorporated business can get ahead. other Senators see the light. 
It is bad enough for a small incorporated Very truly yours, 
business. That is the quarrel I had as re- H. M. DAVIS. 

THE HOERNER CORP., 
Keokuk, Iowa, April16, 1947. 

Senator PATRICK MCCARRAN, 
Senate Office Building, 

washington, D. c. 
DEAR SENATOR MCCARRAN: Below is a copy ot 

a~ article which appeared in the Chicago 
Tribune day before yesterday: 

"SEEKS TO END DOUBLE TAXES 
"WASHINGToN, D. C.-Senator PATRICK Mc

CARRAN (Democrat, of Nevada) Saturday an
nounced he will try to end what he called 
double taxation upon certain -corporate divi
dends through an amendment to the House
approved bill reducing income taxes. 

"MCCARRAN said he will offer an amendment 
to 'give shareholders credit, on their indi
vidual income-tax returns, for taxes paid by 
a corporation in which such stockholders 
hold stock.' 

"The Senate Finance Committee is to be
gin public hearings April 22 on the House bill, 
which would reduce individual income taxes 
by 10 to 30 pei·cent." 

You can be sure that you will have the 
support of the right-thinking people in this 
effort. 

As of even date I have written a letter to 
both of our Senators, HICKENLOOPER and WIL
soN, and our Congressman from the First 
District in Iowa, 'THOMAS E. MARTIN, attach
ing a carbon copy of this letter so they will 
know our feelings in this connection. If . 
there is anything that you think of that we 
can· do out here in the Middle West, please 
call on us. 

Yours very truly, 
KARL E. MADDEN, 

Vice President. 

THE FIRST NATIONAL BANK, 
Childress, Tex., April16, 19~7. 

Senator McCARRAN, 
Democrat, from Nevada, in care of the 

Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: I read with much 

. interest an article in the press that you were 
going to try to end double taxation on cer
tain corporative dividends, and I sincerely 
hope y()u can get something done on that. 

I hapP,en to be a stockholder in a n·umber 
of corP.,orations, and, of course, the corpora

. tions all pay the tax, and when· I get the 
dividend I have to pay it again, and I never 
Q.ave seen the justice in this. 

Yours very truly, 
J . M. CREWS. 

ALBOURNE RANCHO, 
Glendora, Calif., April 17, 1947. 

Hon. PATRICK A. McCARRAN, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: In the Reno 

Evening Gazette of April 12, I noticed an 
article regarding a tax amendment submitted 
by Senator P. A. McCARRAN, of Nevada, which 
would exempt from taxation money received 
by stockholders from corporate earnings on 
whfch a tax has been paid by the corpora
tion. This is similar to the English form 
of taxation that has been in effect for some 
years past. I think your amendment ls a 
splendid one because· the investor is doubly 
taxed under the present form of taxation : 
first, through corporation; second, through 
his dividends. 

Trusting your amendment will be accepted 
and hoping to have the pleasure of seeing 
you in Reno this year. 

With warmest personal regards. 
Sincerely· yours, 

A. K. BoURNE. 
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BUNKER HILL & SULLIVAN 
MINING & CONCENTRATING Co., 

Kellogg, Idaho, April 21, 1947. 
Senator PATRICK A. McCARRAN, 

Senat e Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: I have noted 
your proposed amendment, H. R. 1, which 
would permit the plowing back into ex
pansion and production a portion of the 
profits on the t axable basis. I am heartily 
in favor of your proposal and I think it 
is a really constructive proposal. 

As far as our mining industry is concen:~ed 
I have noted the various proposals for con
tinued production subsidies and the mining . 
industry is somewhat divided in respect to 
the merits of continued production subsidies. 
I want you to know that in principle I am 
opposed to continued production subsidies as 
I do not think it fi t s in with..our true Ameri
can way of doing things. On the other hand, 
I am looking with some favor on proposals 
for assistance in exploration and it occurs 
to me that your proposed amendment is 
something along that line. 

I have not had the opportunity to come 
to washington for quite some time. I have 
been pretty well tied down on the job here 
and I have little time to spare. Whenever I 
do come east I will be certain to try and get 
in touch with you and I do hope that I will 
have an opportunity to have a little chat 
with you again. -

With kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

J . B. HAFFUN. 

HUMPHREY MEAT PACKING Co., 
Reno, Nev., Apr il 22, 1947. 

Senator P. A. McCARRAN, 
Senate Office Building, 

Wash ington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: It was certainly a pleasant 

surprise to read the paper last night with 
the article regarding your amendment rela
tive to credit of 50 percent of profits for ex
pansion of plant etc. As I have stated to you 
before, this is the real answer to the expan
sion of small business, and the only thing 
that will give rise to full employment dur
ing tough times. My only suggestion regard
ing your amendment is that it might be dif
ficult for a business to complete the actual 
expansion within the tax year that the profits 
are made. It appears a provision for "carry
ing forward" the tax credit to the year fol
lowing the high profit year would solve this 
objection, and give the businessman a chance 
to see his actual profit:! before embarking 
on an expansion program. This would also 
tend to level out construction during slack 
years. 

I would appreciate hearing from you re
garding the possibilities of passage for this 
amendment, and if it can be passed, when 
we could expect to be able to operate under it. 

With kindest regards to yourself and staff, 
we are, 

Sincerely yours , 
F. E. HUMPHREY, Jr. , I 

Partner, 

RENO, NEV., April 22, 1947. 
Senator PAT McCARRAN, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR PAT: The announcement of your leg
islation aiding small business was . hailed 
here today with much enthusiasm. 

Permitting credit for improvements and 
new equipment is the answer to most of the 
problems of small business when plant and 
equipment need repairs and replacements 
due to the war and which are almost out of 
the question with taxes taking the lion's 
share of current profits. 

You are to be commended for the most 
helpful legislation that has been presented 
since the end of the war. 

We are requesting the support of Mr. 
RUSSELL and Mr. MALONE in this important 
amendment. 

With kind regards, 
Sincerely, 

RICHARDSON LOVELOCK, INC., 
By FoREST. 

THE HOERNER CORPORATION J 

Keokuk, Iowa1 April 23, 1947. 
Senat or PAT McCARRAN, · 

Senate Office Building, 
..... Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MCCARRAN : Thanks SO much 
for your good letter of the 21st, forwarding 
to me a copy of the amendment to the pend
ing tax bill, as well as the statement which 
you issued to the press concerning it. 

More powe1· to you and it is good Democr~ts 
like you who .make some of us Repubicans 
sit up and take notice. 

It is my plan to be in Washington for the 
annual Chamber of Commerc~ meeting April 
28 to May 1 and if I have a free moment and 
can catch you in I certainly would like to 
meet you personally. 

Had the pleasure one time of sitting next 
to Senator ALBEN BARKLEY at a luncheon out 
here in Iowa a couple of years ago where he 
spoke and. I certainly admire, him_. 

Yours very truly, 
KARL E. MADDEN, 

Vice President. 

SOUTHERN STATES INDUSTRIAL 
COUNCIL, INC., 

Nashville, Tenn ., April 23, 1947. 
Senator PAT McCARRAN, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C., . 

MY DEAR SENATOR: Your letter of the 19th 
enclosing two amendments proposed by you 
to the pending tax bill received. These 
amendments are very interesting, particu
larly in the light of practices that are now 
being permitted with reference to nontax
able cooperatives that are in direct competi
tion with small bul!iness. 

We have always felt that there was no 
. justification for the system of double taxa

tion which applies in the taxing of corporate 
profits. It is certainly double taxation for 
the corporation to be taxed and then for the 
individual stockholders to be taxed on the 
dividends received by him. 

Of course your suggested amendment with 
reference to permitting a portion of each 
year's profit to be turned back into expansion 
is exactly what the cooperative forms of 
business are doing. There is one feature , 
of course, that should be kept in mind, and 
that is the possibility of granting too many 
exemptions and thereby reducing the tax 
returns below necessary requirements. For 
this reason the Council has taken the atti
tude that taxes should be levied on the basis 
of equality in all competitive situations, 
leaving to the Congress the matter of deter
mining just what the tax requirements may 
be. 

Thanking you again for your letter and the 
interest you are showing in these matters. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. C. GILBERT, 

Secretar y . 

STANDARD WHOLESALE PHOSPHATE 
AND AciD WORKS, INC., 

Baltimore, Md., April 23, 1947. 
Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. McCARRAN: I have read with in
terest your proposal to give tax relief to small 
business through exhilarated depreciation on 
assets purchased for expansion. Frankly, it 
sounds too good to be true. 

I have been in bUsiness for over 40 years 
and today have one of the largest sulphuric 
acid plants in the world, but must say that 

what was achieved over these years could 
not happen today. I have seen the American 
small business slowly but sur~ly strangled 
and deprived o;f · initiative. I have heard 
young men ask why should they make money 
when they could do nothing with it but 
pay taxes. This is to me a very serious mat
ter, particularly when you recall that this 
great Nation was started by a group of young 
men who did not believe in excessive taxa
tion. 

Lower taxes on individuals also will bring 
us back to real hard work with a reason for 
working hard instead of so many wanting to 
get on the band wagon of tax collecting and 
tax spending. 

With best personal -wishes for your success 
in this matter, I am, 

Yours very faithfully, 
GEORGE A. WHITING, 

President. 

UTAH-NEVADA HoTEL AssociATION, 
Salt Lake City, Ut ah, April 23, 1947 . 

Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR PAT: I have read with much interest 

your proposed amendment to the bill H. R. 1 
to reduce individual income tax payments 
by amounts expended f-or capital expendi
tures up to $125,000, or 50 percent of the 
taxpayer's net income as computed without 
the benefits of this subsection, whichever is 
the lesser. 

It so happens I attended a luncheon meet
ing today of a small group of important busi
ness people, and the consensus of opinion of 
this group was that the prop.osal should re
sult in a stimulus for the improvement of 
most every kind of plant and equipment, and 
I am sure that most· of the associations I 
represent will support your bill in every pos
sible manner. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Very sincerely yours, 

DICK· HARDING, 
Executi ve Secreta1-y. 

PROFESSIONAL PRINTING Co., INC., 
New York, N . Y., April 24, 1947. 

Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 
Member of Congress, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: I appreciate immensely your 
sending me copy of amendments to H. R. 1, 
which you propose to sponsor. 

After reading your statement with refer
ence to these amendments which you were 
also kind enough to send me, I wish to state 
that it is one of the most sensible (it is the 
only 'word I can think of that really ex
presses my opinion) bits of legislation which 
I have ever seen. 

It is a fact that present taxation is stran
gling small businesses such as ours. Take for 
instance last year with us. We did better 
than we have ever done before, but we had to 
make very heavy investments in maintenance 
and in new machinery. We also have had to 
think of moving to larger quarters which will 
mean a terrific expense, and, what probably is 
most important, when paper production 
catches up with consumption we are going to 
take a nice beating on inventory, and there 
is no way that we can avoid it either. Yet, 
despite all of this we can make no provisions 
whatsoever for any of these things except to 
take a 10-percent depreciation annually on 
any new equipment which we buy. It hardly 
makes sense. The Government, of course, 
wants theirs in cash and when we're through 
we'll probably have to go to the bank and bor
row to keep going. 

From reading my history books and from 
my own personal experience in life, I feel 
quite certain that this country can only con
tinue the tremendous progress which it has 
shown in the past if its hard-working citizens, 
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especially those who take upon themselves 
the hardships of running businesses, 
especially small ones, are given the oppor
tunity to do things. Present taxation stifles 
initiative. If you think it advisable I am go
ing to write to other Senators and Congress
men regarding this matter. As a fairly good 
Republican, who now and then casts a Demo
cratic vote, I wish to compliment you on 
your efforts in this matter, and wish you the 
very best of success. 

Very truly yours, 
L. J. MESSINA, 

President. 

CORDERO MINING Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., April 28, 1947. 

Hon. PAT MCCARRAN, 
United States Senate, 

· Washington, D. C .. 
MY DEAR SENATOR MCCARRAN: I wish to 

acknowledge your press release of April 16 
with copies of two amendments to H. R. 1. 

The proposed amendment dealing with 
double taxation certainly needs no comment. 
It is highly desirable especially to the niin
ing industry to prevent the indefensible 
practice of double taxation at exorbitant 
rates. The second amendment having to do 
with capital expenditures is also highly 
desirable. 

I do have one suggestion to ·make which 
would be of particular advantage in clari
fying the situation as far as the mining 
industry is concerned. At the present time 
exploration and development prior to actual 
operation of a mining property has to be 
capitalized at the insistence of the Internal 
Revenue department. To the larger corpo
rations who always have a net profit such 
capitalization of an unsuccessful venture 
makes little difference since when that un
successful venture is written off it can be 
charged against the profits of the year in 
which it is written off. To the smaller com
pany it is manifestly unfair since they have 
little control as to when an unsuccessful 
venture must be written off and in many 
cases they are forced to write it off in a year 
in which there is no profit and consequently 
receive no tax .deduction for this unsuccess-
ful development work. ' 

If in line 10 on the first page of this 
amendment after the word "business" the 
following words were inserted it would be of 
considerable assistance to the small and 
moderate-size operators: "including explora
tion or development of new mines or the 
extension of old mines." 

I expect to be in Washington on May 6 as 
a member of the newly formed Nonferrous 
Metals Advisory Board of the Army and Navy 
Munitions Board and if I may I will drop 
by your office and discuss this with you. 

Sincerely yours, 
S. H. WILLISTON. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., AJJTil 29, 1947. 
Hon. PAT McCARRAIT, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: The release is
sued by you on Wednesday, April 16, is a 
masterpiece in stating your position. 

There is no doubt about paragraph 3 on 
the first page. The worst thing I have seen 
in the form of a tax bill was the one which, 
under Vinson, reduced taxes about $6,000,-
000,000 of which the corporations got ' the 
full advantage, leaving the private citizen 
at a distinct disadvantage. I do not know 
how anyone could have voted for that bill. 
Apparently those who did, did so thinking 
it would stimulate business. That seemed 
ridiculous to me as the demand was greater 
than supply, and still is, and why stimulate 
demand more. 

The worst feature of it was that we re
duced the receipts of the Government about 
15 percent when we had not the least idea 
of what our expenditures were going to be. 

At that time, I took the position that no 
taxes should be reduced until we knew what 
our assets and obligations were, and until ' 
we took an inventory. But I do not want to 
go into that. I just want to say that the 
general purpose of your plan is good. I 
would rather do something of this kind than 
to reduce taxes in any othe:.- form. 

On page 4, the second and third para
graphs are so true. The third paragraph is 
the one to which I referred above. No un
incorporated business can get ahead. It 
is bad enough for a small incorporated busi
ness. That is the quarrel I had as regards 
the previous tax reduction-that the cor
porations got the benefit, placing the indi
vidual at a greater disadvantage than ever. 

At present I am not in favor of reducing 
taxes but would prefer to follow HARRY 
BYRD, first in reducing expenditures and 
then getting some of the debt canceled. 
Canceling part of the debt and putting it 
in trade and commerce with such a plan as 
yours, will stimulate business, thus stimu
lating volume and bringing our economy 
more into balance. 

We want to help ourselves and we want to 
help everybody else, but I do not see how 
we can do it unless we all get down to work. 
And by work I mean continuous effort, with
out any strikes or lay-offs. The increase in 
wages is not going to be any good to anybody 
unless it is worth more and it will not be 
worth more, but rather less, -unless people 
work and produce more than they receive for 
their labors. That applies to everybody in 
every walk of life. 

This is my first impression on reading 
your letter and I hasten to give it to you. 

Sincerely yours, · 
BERNARD M. BARUCH. 

WILSON MANUFACTURING Co., lNG., 
Wichita Falls, Tex ., April 29, 1947. 

Hon PAT McCARRAN, 
United States Senate Building, 

Washington; D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR; A few. days ago I received 

a letter from you enclosing an amendment . 
to H. R. 1 in which you proposed to allow 
deduction for taxes to the individual where 
the corporation taxes have been paid on the 
dividend~. and also a second amendment in 
which you propose to allow a deduction for 
capital expe,nditures in trade or business. 
The copies of these amendments were ac
companied by a statement of what you pro
pose to do, and why. 

In your letter you say you would welcome 
comment and criticism. I want to thank 
you very much for this splendid and con
structive effort to correct one of the most 
gro&s inequities in the entire tax situation. 
In a. statement which accompanied these 
amendments you correctly state that under 
the present law a small businessman with 
an income of $50,000 pays out $25,137 or 
50 percent of his profits, and a man with a 
$100,000 income pays out $63 ,541 or 64 per
cent, and so on. And you also point out 
that the corporation tax is 38 percent. I 
think you should have pointed out in addi
tion what the effect would have been if the 
corporation earned a certain amount and then 
paid the corporation tax of 38 percent, and 
then in addition the individual paid the tax 
on the dividends after being paid, and also 
·what the top-bracket rate was on the indi
vidual, and what percentage he would have 
to pay if he had earned any additional in
come. This information is, I believe. very 
enlightening, and I will give the figures 
below of what the total tax would have been 
under these two circumstances. 

If a small businessman was · ·incorporated 
and earned $80,500 he would then pay 38 
percent tax, leaving him $50,000, and assum
ing that he receives a dividend of all this 
amount he would pay income taxes of 
$25,137 or slightly over 50 percent of the 
remainder, and he would have left slightly 

less~ than $25,000, or less than 31 percent 
of what had been earnect, and the Govern
ment would have taken 69 percent of the 
earnings and left 31 percent with the indi
vidual who carried on the business. If 
another corporation earned $161,000 approxi
mately, that would have left $100,000 after 
payment of corporation taxes, and assuming 
that all these were distributed as dividends, 
the tax would take $63,541, as you state, and 
that would leave the man who earned the 
money and took all the risk $36,459 net in
come out of · $161,000 earnings, which is 
approximately 22¥2 percent. That is, the 
Government takes 77¥2 percent and leaves 
the businessman 22¥2 percent. Perhaps the 
wor&t feature of either of these instances 
is the fact that in the case of the man whose 
corporation earned $80,000, if the corporation 
earned any additional money and declar€d 
them as dividends, as stated above, he would 
have been in the 75 percent less 5 percent 
bracket, or about 71% percent. The addi
tional earnings would have been subject to 
this rate, which would leave him only 17.8 
percent of the money that he earned over 
this figure, and the 82.2 percent would go 
to the Government. In the case of the in
dividual whose corporation earned $161,000, 
and assuming again ·that all earnings were 
paid out in dividends, he would be in the 
89 percent less 5 percent bracket, or about 
84¥2 percent, so that if any additional divi
dends were declared he would have to pay 
84¥2 percent to the Government and would 
be able w keep only 15¥2 percent. 

I think any right-thinking man will agree 
that if an individual must pay from 80 to 85 
percent of his total earnings to the Govern
ment in form of taxes, that there is absolutely 
no incentive left for any businessman to 
carry on a business, because the hope of gain 
is entirely gone. The businessman, of course, 
takes all the risk, does all the work, and if he 
earns anything from this enterprise, not only 
must he pay out . all the taxes mentioned 
·above, but when he dies estate taxes would 
take a large share of the remainder. 

If we are to make a free-enterprise system 
work and have this Government continue as 
a democracy, we must of necessity enact tax 
laws that will at least give a reasonable in
centive to the individual to produce the goods 
which .make a prosperous democracy. You 
have probably already read in the papers 
where in the past year 1,800 small businesses 
have been absorbed by mergers and combined 
with large business. This is the only out for 
most small business, and unless tax laws are 
changed practically all small business will be 
forced to combine with big business in order 
to survive and retain even a portion of what 
the businessman has accumuated. 

As you well know, the bulwark of democ
racy is small business, and when this has 
been eliminated and all business made into 
big business, then it will be but a small job 
for Communist- and Socialist-minded people 
to change our form of government from a 
democracy to a form of government similar 
to that of Russia or equally obnoxious. I 
heartily commend you for your effort to enact 
laws of this kind, and particularly the two 
that you have sent me, but frankly I am skep
tical of the ability of right-thinking Con
gressmen and Senators like yourself to enact 
such good legislation, at least at this time. 

Again thanking you for sending me copies 
of this legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN H. WILSON. 

CHICAGO, ILL., April 30, 1947. 
Senator PAT McCARRAN, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I have your recent note, 
enclosing the two proposed amendments to 
H. R. 1. I think that the plan for giving a 
stockholder the benefit by way of credit for 
taxes paid by the corporation is the best 



5852 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY 27 
solution of avoiding double taxation on cor
porations and the stockholders, and i am 
in favor of it. 

I also feel very strongly that a corpora
tion should have an opportunity to accumu
late a surplus with which to grow without 
being punished for so doing. In our history 
the corporations which have been successful 
and have survived wer~ those that accumu
lated a surplus with which to expand, which 
surplus served as a protection in times of 
depression. 

Respectfully, 
ALBERT L . HOPKINS. 

RENO, NEV., May 5, 1947. 
The Honorable PATRICK A. McCARRAN, 

The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

QEAR SENATOR MCCARRAN: I have read With 
a good deal of interest the copies which you 
sent me wherein you are proposing two 
amendments to pending tax legislation. I 
was equally interested in perusing the at
tached explanatory statement in which you 
outline the workings as well as the advan
tages that would accrue to your second 
amendment if adopted. · 

I have no criticism whatsoever to offer in 
connection with these amendments. Both 
of your proposals would serve a very worthy 
purpose and could not fail to stimulate in
dustry, expand invested capital, and ulti
mately increase tax receipts by the Govern
ment. 

I take pleasure in expressing my hearty 
approval of your constructive efforts whicb 
would be mutually beneficial to the Gov
ernment as well as to the taxpayer. 

With kind personal best wishes, 
Cordially yours, ., 

STANLEY H. BARROWS, 

RALSTON PURINA Co., 
St. Louis, Mo., May 5, 1947. 

Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 
Senate Office Building, 

washington, D. c. 
DEAR SIR: Your letter of May 3 _is much 

appreciated. We believe with you that the 
making and adjusting of tariffs is a function 
belonging to Congress and that the minimum 
requirement should be that the Senate have 
the right to ratify or reject each reciprocal 
trade treaty. 

You ask for our reaction to your amend
ment of H. R. 1 tax bill. It appears to be 
for the following purposes: 

A. To stimulate commercial construction. 
This might be adverse to our veterans' hous
ing priority. 

B. To aid small business to grow by piow
ing back :e.arnings. Corporations with ample 
finances can fully recover the cost of build
ings and machinery through depreciation de
ductions over a period of years. 

It seems to us that profits should be taxed 
once. We would be in favor of the English 
idea that corporate profits should not be 
taxed as such, provided they were promptly 
made taxable in the hands of the stock
holders. 

We realize your amendment is not limited 
to corporations, but our connection leads us 
to view all legislation from the corporation 
standpoint. We are happy that you and other 
clear-thinking old-timers are in the legisla
tive branch of Government. It is typical of 
you to ask for opinions. We are confident 
that after you have received a good cross 
section of opinion, you will act for the best 
interests of the .people. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. A. RENARD, 

Director, Legal Department. 

FIRST NATIONAL BANK OF NEVADA, 
Reno, Nev., May 5, 1947. 

· Hon. P. A. McCARRAN, 
United Stat.es Senate Chambers, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: After reviewing the copies 

of the two amendments which you have pro
posed for the pending tax bill, and which I 
consider economically sound, I passed them 
on to Sam H. Husbands, executive vice pres
ident of Transamerica Corp., for his com
ments. There is enclosed for your 'personal 
information a copy of Mr. Husbands' response 
of April 29, 1947. 

There is every justification for favdrable 
action on your amendments, for business, 
both large and small, .will have a greater in
centive to develop and expand if a portion of 
their profits can be plowed back. I hope you 
may be successful in consummating that 
which you have proposed. 

Kind regards. 
Sincerely yours, 

W. W. HoPPER, President. 

EMPLOYERS' ASSOCIATION 
OF SOUTHERN NEVADA, 

Las Vegas, Nev., May 8, 1947. 
Hon. PAT MCCARRAN, 

- Senator, State of Nevada, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR MCCARRAN: I am replying 

. separately, to that portion of yo~r letter of 
April 30 relative to the amendment which 
you have proposed to H. R. 1. 

Your amendment and the statement which 
you have made in regard to the amendment 
were reviewed before a regular meeting of the 
board of directors of this association yester
day. It was their expressed opinion that you 
should be highly commended for the efforts 
which you are putting forth in the interest 
of small businesses. In . expressing their in
dividual opinions the members of the board 
are 100 percent behind you and sincerely feel 
that ~his legislation which you are sponsor
ing wlll be of great benefit and assistance to 
the. small businessmen all over the country. 

Thank you for allowing the opportunity to 
exp~ess our reaction; and if we can be of any 
assistance to you at any time, won't you 
please feel free to call upon us? 

Sincerely yours, 
CRAIG H. HOWRY, Manager. 

SCOTT MOTOR Co., 
Reno, Nev., May 9, 1947. 

Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 
United States Senator From Nevada 

Senate Office Building, ' 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR McCARRAN: It is very grati
fying to know of your amendment to the biH 
allowing corporations to plow under capital 
investment 100 percent in order to expand 
facilities necessary for accomplishment of 
increased business. We heartily ' agree with 
your ideas, and completely support your 
thinking. 

In our opinion we believe that we could 
accomplish quite a lot if this bill were 
passed. 

With kindest regards. 
Very truly yours, 

C. C. ANDREWS, 
General Manager. 

BENDER WAREHOUSE Co., 
Reno, Nev., May 9, 1947. 

Hon. PAT McCARRAN, 
United Stc:tes Senate Office Building, 

Washmgton, D. c. 
DEAR PAT:· I've been wanting to tell you 

that I appreciate, as must all small business
men, your sponsorship of the bill to per
mit us to plow some of our earnings, now 

taken as taxes, back into our business. 
These taxes are excessive, for anyone trying 
to build a business and li,quidate his obliga
tions, of which there are always too many. 
If you are succ'essful it will be a great help 
to all such struggling poncerns and I believe 
in the rong run; to the country._ These small 
firms, of which mine is one, are the ones that 
hold the line against depression if they can 
earn enough to keep going or create de
pression if they fail or are taxed to death. 

Best regards. 
Sincerely, 

E. s. BENDJ;:R. 

WASHINGTON, D. C., May 9, 1947. 
The Honorable PAT McCARRAN, 

The United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR: I appreciate your letter 
of April 28, 1947, and will be glad to re
affirm, in any way that you suggest, my fa
vorable impression of the amendment which 
you have proposed. 

I suggested to Mr. Sourwine that from the 
standpoint of the Treasury it may .not work 
out satisfactorily, as a large amount of other
wise taxable funds would be exempt in i 
year and there may also be opposition to 
the proposal from certain groups .which 
~ight feel that small business was being 
given preferential consideration. However, I 
still feel that by allowing the proposed re
duction iii.1 year, instead of spreading it over 
a period of years by way of depreciation or 
amortization, small business would be given 
a much-needed help and encouragement de
sirable as e. matter of broad public policy. 

You may consider it advisable to clear this 
amendment with the Treasury Department 
before it gpes before the Finance Committee. 

Assuring you of my interest, and with kind 
personal regards, 

Faithfully yours, 
BRUCE' BAIRD. 

BAsic ORES Co., 
Gold Hill, Oreg., May 14, 1947. 

The Honorable PAT MCCARRAN, 
United States Senator, Senate Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
. DEAR MR. MCCARRAN: I Wish to thank you 
for your letter of April 17 in reference to 
amendments, H. R. 1, in two sections, in re 
taxation expenditures. It appears that you 
had a very good l:lnderstanding of these sit
uations, and in your statement of April 16 
you have nicely clarified the reasons and 
needs for such amendments as proposed. 

The project I handled in Nevada during 
the war was so badly handicapped that our 
effort was stymied to assist our Government 
in its war efforts. 

Our Senators and Representatives should 
see to it that business is set free to carry 
on and accomplish, or else where are the 
taxes coming from to support Government 
activities? This idea of killing the goose 
that lays the golden egg is idiotic. 

Some of the large corporations, who had 
attractive contracts at cost plus, no doubt 
made some money during the war period. 
However, it appears that we need these con
cerns as well as smalJ ones. 

Thanking you for your courtesy, and very 
kind regards, 

Yours truly, 
E. GEORGE HOWE. 

THOMPSON PRODUCTS, INC., 
Cleveland, Ohio, May 15, 1947. 

The Honorable PAT McCARRAN, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D . C. 
MY DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to 

your letter enclosing copies of two amend
ments which you propose. to the pending 
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tax bill. They are both important and con
structive. 

Double taxation is obviously unfair, and 
acts as a deterrent to attracting equity 
capital to industry. 

With respect to the amendment exempt
ing a limited amount of capital expendi
tures from taxation, I believe you are on one 
that is extremely important. It may be 
difficult for Congress to appreciate, but in
dustry, under present tax laws, actually is 
unable to accumulate capital fast enough to 
exploit new and useful products that have 
developed, or to tool for lowest cost produc
tion. Studies have been made which show 
that much of the machinery now in use 
should be replaced with modern equipment. 
Many plants should be rebuilt for stream
line low-cost production. Rarely is a com
pany able to satisfy the demands for capital 
expenditures recommended by its operat
ing management. This is particularly true 
today, as a result of high building and tool
ing costs. 

The capital expenditures of today make 
the jobs of tomorrow. A very high per
centage of the people at work today are 
producing goods not known 47 years ago. 
Not only are jobs involved, but high wages 
as well. The more capital at the command 
9f a worker, the greater his productivity, 
and the higher his wage can be. The 
Chinese coolie with a stick on his back gets 
a few cents a day because he can deliver 
but a few pounds a few miles. Compare his 
wage with that of the locomotive engineer 
who has great capital at his command. 

I think it is particularly good that small 
industry be enocuraged by some suc;h ex
emption. My feeling is that it should be· at 
least $500,000. If our tax laws wei·e such as 
to encourage industry, both large .and small, 
to plow back a greater portion of earnings 
to improve plant and equipment and de
velop new pJ,"oducts, it would be much in the 
interests of the American workingman. 

Very truly yours, 
J. H. COOLIDGE, 

Vice President and Treasurer. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I should 

like to address a few remarks to the 
pending amendment, which h'as been 
studied under the procedure that is fol
lowed in the Senate, in an effort to re
move alleged discriminations resulting 
from the fact that certain States have 
a system of community-property rights, 
the States being commonly known as 
community-property States. So far as 
I know, the efforts heretofore made along 
this line have been dtrected to. requiring 
taxpayers in community-property States 
to make single returns, and to taxing the 
inco:::es of husband and wife as though 
there were no difference in the owner
ship of property or income. 

Naturally, those of us from the com
munity-property States have resisted 
such efforts, because they were destruc
tive of the system of property rights long 
established in our different States, which 
we believe to be within the authority of 
the several :::tates to establish. 

The pending amendment approaches 
the question from a different angle; it 
attempts to give husband and wife in 
non-community-property States the 
privilege of fi.Hng separate re~urns, to be 
taxed upon such separate returns the 
same as are those of us within tl e com
munity-property States. When it was 
first suggested to me, I was inclined to 
support the amendment because, as I 
have frequently said, there has been no 
desire on my part, and so far as I know, 

no desire on the part of any other person 
from a community-property State, to se
cure advantage or preference over the 
citizens of other States. We believe in our 
system of property rights; we think it a 
good one; we think it ought to be adopted 
by other States. We resist any attempt 
to invade the right of our State to divide 
property between husband and wife ac
cording to the laws of the State. But, 
Mr. President, after considering the 
amendment and discovering that it has 
no relationship whatever to the owner
ship of property, but merely establishes a 
new rule by which husband and wife may 
have separate incomes and make sepa
rate income-tax returns without regard 
to ownership, it seems to me, that it 
proposes a new and, to me, unheard of 
principle of taxation. The fundamental 
principle of taxation is that it should be 
based upon the ownership of property 
and the ownership of income. Under 
the proposed amendment, no considera
tion whatever is given to ownership. 
Under it, the non-community-property 
State would be given every so-called ad
vantage now enjuyed by the community
property States, and would place upon 
the non-community-property States 
none of the burdens whatever that rest 
upon citizens of the -community-property 
States. It would therefore give them all 
the benefits, without imposing upon them 
any of the burdens. 

I am quite sure that those who sponsor 
the amendment and who argue for i_t do 
not wat1t to secure .a preference or an ad
vantage over the community-property 
States; but, undoubtedly, that would be 
the result. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. liATCH. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator con

tend that community-property States do 
not now possess some advantage in · the 
way of taxation over non-community
property States? 

Mr. Ht~TCH. I have not said that, 
Mr. President, and I would not say that, 
because there is an advantage to the ex
tent that those of us residing in com
munity-property States pay less taxes, 
because incomes are divided and sepa
rate returns are made. But that is ba.sed 
upon the ownership of property; and 
that is what I am saying. I do not mean 
to say that every other State in the 
Union should amend its laws to conform 
exactly to ourr.:; not at all. I think an 
amendment to reach the preference or 
advantage held by those in the commu
nity-property States can be worded so 
thaf other States will have all the ad
vantages which we enjoy, based upon the 
ownership of property and income, as in 
community-property States. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator, of course, 
knows that in the pending bill an exemp
tion of $1,000 is allowed for husband ahd 
wife over 65 years of age. The question 
of property is not involved in such a 
proposal. 

Mr. HATCH. That is an exemption 
from taxation. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. 
Mr. HATCH. I have said that the 

basis of all taxation, practically from the 
beginning, has been the ownership of 
property and the ownership of income. 

Mr. , LUCAS. That is correct, but 
many an individual who is granted a tre
mendous exemption, and whose exemp
tion involves no property whatever, is 
taxed. 

Mr. HATCH. Of course, that· is in 
large part a personal exemption, as in 
the case of a single man. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is exactly what is 
being attempted here. _ 

Mr. HATCH. If it were put on the 
basis of granting an exemption, that 
would raise another question. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is practically the 
effect. 

Mr. HATCH. That is not the thought. 
Under the amendment, husband and wife 
can divide their income, without regard 
to the ownership of the money, without 
any of the corresponding burdens that 
go with it. I have prepared a bill, which 
I shall not introduce now, but which I 
hope may be considered by the commit
tee at the proper time, which would do 
away with the advantage possessed by 
the community-property States, and 
which would give to the non-community
property States the same rights as those 
which we possess, by permitting the divi
sion of ownership and income, as au
thorized by the law in the ·communitY:
property States. That might be done by 
simple contract. It could be provided 
that the contract would have to be recog
nized by the taxing authorities of the 
Federal Government, provided only that 
it was valid and legal according to the 
laws of the State in which it was made. 
Taxation would then be based upon 
ownership of income, just as in com
munity-property States. In addition to 
putting us all on an equal .basis, I have in 
mind that the proposed bill would get rid 
of another inequity, which, I think is the 
worst of all and which is suffered by us 
who live in the community-property 
States. Under our laws, as I have fre
quently said, and as everyone knows, the 
property acquired by husband and wife 
during marriage is owned by both hus
band and wife in equal parts. The Wife 
is the absolute owner of one-half of the 
property that is acquired by their joint 
efforts during marriage. But although 
the property, which the wife would take 
upon the death of her husband, is her 
own property, and does not pass by 
inheritance, but is set apart for her 
because it is her separate estate, not
withstanding that the title has been in 
her and is in her, the Federal Govern
ment, under a law passed in 1942, 
requires her to pay an inheritance tax 
upon her own property, and that, Mr. 
President; I submit, was never before 
conceived in the history of taxation. 

We want that inequity removed. We 
would like to have the whole question 
considered by the Finance Committee at 
one time and all these inequities cor
rected as fully and as nearly as possible, 
so that we may all be placed on as equal 
and fair a basis as possible. 

That is all I have to say on this pro
posal. I shall not discuss the bill which, 
as .I said, has been drawn, but I do not 
want Senators from the non-community
property States to feel that we from the 
community-property States desire any 
advantage whatever. We are perfectly 
willing to join them in writing a law 
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based upon ownership of income and· 
ownership of property which will give 
them every right we have, but we would 
also ask at the same time that the in
equities which we suffer under existing 
laws be removed. 

Mr .. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
I wish to ask a question of the Senator 
from New Mexico, because I understand 
the Senator's State is what might be 
called a community-property State. 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My State is 

not a community-property State; we do 
not have community-property laws in 
Iowa. The question I wish to ask the 
Senator is this: Under the community
property law and under the tax approach 
of the Intermil Revenue Bureau to taxa
tion of property accruing to a family,. 
why does the Internal Revenue Bureau 
permit division of income? 

Mr. HATCH. Because the property is 
owned, as. I have said, in equal parts by 
the husband and wife, and that is a re
quirement of our State law. I think the 
Internal Revenue Bureau has gone too. 
far in that it has frowned upon and has 
stopped the making of contracts between 
husband and wife which were voluntarily 
entered into, because the Bureau said 
they were fraudulent, and entered into 
in order to avoid the tax laws. · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
the Senator is coming to the heart of 
the point I wanted to ask him about. The 
Internal Revenue Bureau says that the 
law of the Senator's State recognizes the 
community ownership of property which, 
roughly, might mean a 50-50 division of 
the property. 

Mr. HATCH. It is not roughly. That 
is the way it is. That statement of 50-50 
is accurate. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. And the State 
taxes on the basis of the ownership of 
half by the wife and half by the hus
band. The Bureau recognizes the law of 
the State of New Mexico on that point. 
Is that not true? 

Mr. HATCH. That is true. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. And the Bu

reau says that the title and ownership 
of that 50 percent in each stems from 
the law of New Mexico? 

Mr. HATCH. That is correct. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In my State, 

I will say to the Senator, we do not have 
specific community-property laws, but, 
since the State was established, and even 
in its Territorial days, and coming from 
ancient law, partnerships have been 
recognized. The statutes of our State 
recognize the right to partner
ship ownership, they recognize the right, 
if you please, of gifts, and recognize the 
validity of . gifts. They recognize the 
vesting of title as the result of a gift 
just the same as the result of a purchase 
for intrinsic value of some kind. Yet 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue refuses 
absolutely to recognize the validity of 
the transfer of property rights by gift 
within a family when a partnership is 
set up by a device which is completely 
legal and completely proper under our 
State law. 

Now I ask the Senator whether or not 
he can reconcile the two positions taken 
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue, the 
one, when it accedes or agrees to the 

State law provisions, and the other when 
it refuses to recognize completely valid 
and sound State laws? 

Mr. HATCH. I will say to the Senator 
from Iowa that he probably did not hear 
all I had to say previously. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am sorry I 
was not present during the whole of the 
Senator's discussion. 

Mr. HATCH. I discussed a proposal 
which would completely do away with 
the objection the Senator from Iowa has 
raised. No, I shall not at all attempt to 
reconcile the positions taken by the Bu
reau of Internal Revenue. I think any 
partnership between·a husband and wife 
which is ·valid within the laws of the 
State in which it is made, and which is 
not manifestly simply a fraudulent 
scheme to avoid taxation, is perfectly 
proper and legal. I think the Internal 
Revenue Bureau should recognize such a 
partnership and give it just as much 
sanctity as is given to it under our law 
in New Mexico. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Providing 
such an arrange:inE:m t is legally sound 
and proper within the jurisdiction in 
which it is entered into. 

Mr. HATCH. I will say to the Sena
tor from Iowa that I am willing to join 
him in the writing of a proper law which 
would bring such a condition ·abou~. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say to 
the Senator from New Mexico that I 
have an amendment at the desk which 
I may call up, . dealing . with that very 
point. ' 

Mr. HATCH. I think, however, as I 
have previously said, and as the Senator 
from Colorado has been arguing con
stantly, that we should all leave these 
matters to the committees of the House 
and the Senate. The Senator· from 
Colorado has steadfastly and forth
rightly stated here that his committee 
desires to correct these so-called in
equities. They do not want to do so in 
the pending bill, and I ·shall support 
the Senator from Colorado in that posi
tion. But I would certainly have no ob
jection to the proposal which the Sen
ator from Iowa has suggested when it 
is finally perfected. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I 
want to agree heartily with the chair
man of the committee, the Senator from 
Colorado, in the position he takes that 
the matter under discussion cannot be 
properly handled at this time under the 
pressure which is being exerted and in 
view of the tremendous loss of revenue 
which the pending amendment would 
entail, a loss $800,000,000 greater than 
under the bill without the amendment. 

I realize that sooner or later we are 
going to have to face the issue of com
munity property, which is raised .from 
time to time; but, Mr. President, I be
come a little irritated and annoyed at 
times by some of the representatives. 
from non-community-property States 
who point to community-property States 
as if we were not contributing our fair 
share, and as if we were using the com
munity-property law as a device to avoid 
the payment of taxes. My State and 
other community-property States 
adopted the community-property sys
tem at a time when we were under no 
pressure to avoid income taxes, when we 

had no threat of income taxes. We 
adopted it in my State more than 100 
years ago, before income taxes were 
levied by the Federal Government, be
fore we ever dreamed '.of \ income taxes, 
long before the Senator ffom Illinois was 
under pressure from back home to bring 
his State within the blessings of the 
community-property laws without adopt
ing the community-property system. 

Much has been said about changing 
the laws. There is not a State in the 
Union which, if it willed so to do, could 
not · adopt community-property laws; 
and if it did it would receive the same 
advantages which the people of Texas 
and of the other communit~ -property 
States enjoy. I think that is a complete 
answer to the charge that we are bene
fiting by this law and are not paying our 
share. 

This ·principle came down to us from 
Spain. It is based upon the conception 
that a man and his wife are in fact part
ners-not partners on paper, not theo
retical partners only when they pay their 
taxes. There is no real ;partnership in
volved in the so-called tax partnership 
arrangement. 

In the old common-law States, if it 
were not for ,a change in the law, hus
bands could still beat their wives, pro
vided the switch was no bigger than a 
man's thumb. That was a part of the 
common law of England in years !.)ast. 
Women still occupy a subordinate posi
tion when it comes to property, just as 
they did in the olden days. We believe 
that women are entitled to equality in 
property and earnings. Under our law, 
every dollar of income which either a 
man or his wife possesses, whether from 
separate property owned by either of 
them before they were married, or from 
earnings after they were married, is 
community property, and the wife owns 
half of it-not because the husband gives 
her $5 on Saturday night to pay the gro
cery bill for the next week, as is the case 
in some of the States which are com
plaining. In my State she owns it in her 
own right. It is hers. The income-tax 
collector says, "Where did you get this 
income?" The husband and wife reply, 
"We got it from our accumulated prop
erty." 

Mr. President, why does the law of 
Texas and other community-property 
States recognize the right of the wife? 
Because we place the wife upon an 
equality-not a social equality only, not 
a Saturday-night equality for the pay
ment of next week's grocery bill, but an 
equality to share in the joint earnings of 
the husband and wife. That is the only 
k.ind of real, substantial equality that ex
ists in a world like this. 

Why should not the wife have a share 
in the joint earnings of husband and 
wife? She marries a man at the altar, 
and they pledge fidelity and loyalty. She 
bears his children. She presides over his 
home. Many wives do the washing and 
cooking and slaving in the kitchen. The 
husband is out making money, or sup
posedly trying to make money. They 
accumulate a little money. Is not the 
wife entitled to half of it? Does not she 
make a contribution to the union? 
Ought not she to be entitled to some
thing more than her board and clothes? 
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We are members of the United Na

tions. We pass resolutions about giving 
the Hottentots equal rights. We want 
the natives of the Pacific islands to have 
equality of rights. We want them all to 
have the "four freedoms"; but here at 
home, in many of the States we do not 
treat women on the basis of equality with 
men. I cannot understand why the 
women of this country, with all their 
clubs and other women's organizations 
which are so concerned about the right 
to vote, and which are interested in the 
equal-rights amendment, have not made 
a drive in the non-community-property 
States for the right to share in the earn
ings of marriage. Women share in the 
raising of children. Both husband and 
wife cooperate to raise a family, but they 
do not share equally in the .property ac
cumulated as a result of the marriage. 
A man and his wife may have six chil
dren. They each have a half interest in 
each child, but they do not have a half 
interest in the income or in the money 
which ·goes to support the children. · 

In most of the non-community-prop
erty States when the husband dies .. the 
wife gets a third interest in the personal 
property. I do not know that that is 
true in all the States. In some States 
she gets a third interest in the real estate 
for life. I am not familiar with the laws 
of all the non-community-property 
States. However, she does not get 
equality. She ·does not get half~ 

In the committee the other day some
one said, "If the wife earns any money 
it is hers." Yes; if she can make any 
money cooking hot biscuits for the old 
man, she gets the benefit of it. It is 
hers. Whatever profits come in, the old 
man puts them in his pocket and they 
stay there until he dies. Then the wife 
gets a third of the real estate for life, 
and a third of the personal property 
outright. So the only way she can win is 
for the old man to die. 
. Under our law, Mr. President, one-half 
of his earnings belongs to the wife-not 
as a gift, not as a charity, but as an ab
solute legal right. It is hers. Conse
quently, when the income-tax law was 
enacted the Internal Revenue Depart
ment undertook to tax community-prop
erty States, just as it undertook to tax 
non-community-property States, and I 
paid taxes under that construction of the 
law. Later on-I do not know how it 
arose, whether by court decision or by 
consultation with their counsel-the 
Treasury arrived at the conclusion that 
it was wrong; that when they undertake 
to ascertain income from property the 
title to the property is what governs. Un
der this law, if they want to assess taxes 
on the Senator from Oklahoma, for in
stance, they would not assess him taxes 
on the property of his neighbor, John 
Jones, on the same street. They would 
assess taxes only on the basis of income 
from property owned by the Senator from 
Oklahoma, and no one else. Suppose they 
undertake to assess income on a son of 
the family who owns a house and lot, and 
they say, "Whose property is this? Where 
did you get this income?" He says, "It 
came from a house and lot that I own. 
It is mine. Tbe old man has nothing to 
say about it; it is not his. You cannot 

tax my father on income from property 
which I own in my own right,, Is not that 
sound? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. THYE 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Texas yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The situation 

which the Senator has cited is exactly 
what is happening in my State. The In
ternal Revenue Bureau is taxing income 
from property which is legitimately and 
legally owned by others than the taxpay
ers, and, of course, complaint is being 
made about it. They are refusing to rec
ognize the legality of laws of my State 
and in other States and they elect to 
charge the head of the family, regardless 
of whether he has the ownership of the 
property or whether the wife has title to 
the property. They refuse to recognize 
our law, although it is completely 
sound-·-

Mr. CONNALLY. I heard with a great 
deal of interest the statement of the Sen
ator before the committee, and I marvel 
if that is the case, why the State does 
not adopt a community-property system. 
Why not give the wife half the property? 
She is entitled to half the earnings. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The matter 
which I was discussing before the com
mittee went a little further than purely 
community property. It went to the ques-. 
tion of the law of contract, the law of 
gift, and the transfer of title, which has 
been recognized indefinitely as perfectly 
proper. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the 
Senator that the Treasw·y raised a ques
tion as to the good faith of a great many 
cases. I think they recognize in Iowa, 
do they not, some partnerships which 
consist of the husband and wife? If 
they are both active in the business or 
have any direction of the business the 
Treasury recognize them, do they not? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. They recog
nize some of them if the wife works from 
8 to 10 hours a day in the partnership. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not think they 
set any particular hours, but the part
nership status is recognized if the part
ners are active in the business. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I find myself 
in agreement with the Senator's argu
ment of a few moments ago in which he 
stated that the wife cooks for the fam
ily, takes care of the baby, runs the 
home, and certainly is morally entitled 
to a share of he earnings. Why in the 
world should the Internal Revenue Bu
reau arrogate to itself the right to say 
that because a wife does not spend all 
her time, or a substantial part of her 
time, behind the counter selling dress 
goods, or keeping books in the office, she 
cannot receive any benefits from owner
ship of property which has been vested 
in her? I am unable to draw a distinc
tion. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am not here to 
defend the Treasury in all their rulings. 
I very frequently disagree with them, 
but I still must submit to the Senator 
that he admits that in his State where 
the partners pal:ticipate in the business 
and take an active part the partnership 

is recognized. . The Treasury contended 
that the cases in which .they were inter
ested were those in which they believed 
that the wife had nothing to do with 
the management or direction of the part
nership. But I am not defending that 
position. I realize, as I stated when I 
sta1'ted these remarks, that we shall 
have to face this question sooner or later. 
I want to face it when we are prepared 
to go into all the readjustments of all 
the taxes, because there is a repercus
sion. If we consider this tax and change 
that tax, there is a relationship with 
other taxes which is involved. I want 
to wait until we are prepared to review 
the whole tax structure. Leading peo
ple in my State have a plan which would 
help the Senator in connection with the 
complaint he made, whereby permission 
would be given a man and wife to make 
contracts in any State and to divide their 
income and pay taxes on the same basis 
that applies to community-property 
States. I have sense enough to know 
that this question is one which we. can
not avoid and which we will have to 
meet. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, wm 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I want-ed to em
phasize the fact, since we · are cryini so 
much about the wives doing the cooking, 
and not getting anything out of it, and 
that some of our States have passed com
munity.: property laws, that we still carry 
through a discrimination. In my State if 
a husband wants to give half of his prop
erty to his wife, under the laws of the 
State, she still cannot stay home and look 
after those tender duties to which the 
Senator has referred. The Treasury 
takes the extra dollars from her in spite 
of the fact that the State law is complied 
with and that she is a legal owner under 
the State law. It cannot be justified any 
way on earth. There is a Federal dis
crimination against taxpayers who have 
to bear the burden and the cost of the 
Federal Government, whate-ver the prop
erty system is. It simply does not meas
ure up to the standards of justice and 
eqUity. Where the Federal Government 
is doing the taxing it ought to tax on an 
equal basis. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I will say to the Sen
ator from Arkansas that I do not l:now 
of any law of my State that prohibits a 
husband from giving his wife property. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. But in Arkansas, 
although the gift is made under the law, 
and husband and wife are half-owners, 
they still are penalized, because the Reve
nue Bureau does not recognize their 
status and refuses to let them pay taxes 
on the same basis as that upon which 
the Senator's constituents pay. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Does the Senator 
contend that in Arkansas if a wife has 
separate property which she owned be
fore her marriage--

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is not at issue 
at the moment. 

Mr. CONNALLY. All right. I will not 
ask' it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senato1· is get
ting away from the real question. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator intro
duced the proposition that under the law 
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a husband could not give 'his wife prop
erty, and I said that I knew of no law in 
my State to that effect. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. · I said he could give 
it and did give it, but it was not recog
nized by the Revenue Bureau. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I am not familiar 
with all the Revenue Bureau's rulings. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I made no attack 
on the community-property States. I 
am not asking them to change the law; 
I am only asking that the Congress, by 
the enactment of a law, make it possible 
for us to compel the Revenue Depart
ment and the Government to do equity 
and justice between citizens of this 
Nation. _ 

Mr. CONNALLY. I know of nothing 
in the internal-revenue laws that dis
criminates between members of any 
particular group or class. I am not 
attacking the non-community-property 
States. It is their business to have their 
own laws and have them respected. The 
question I raised had reference to prOP"' 
erty belonging to a certain individual on 
which he pays an income tax on what 
he derives from that property. I tried 
to make that clear in the case of the son 
to whom l referred as John Jones. The 
old man lives a'cross the street. His son 
cannot be made to pay a tax on the 
income of the father, nor the father on 
the.income of the son. They stand upon 
the basis of title and ownership. 

Mr. President, I am not asking any of 
the non-community-property States to 
adopt a community-property system. I 
think it would perhaps be wise if they 
should; but that is their business. I am 
not in favor of using "the power of the 
Federal Government to compel them to 
do that. 

In Texas we recognize the equality of 
women. We are living in modern times; 
we are living in the twentieth century. 
We are not living under the conditions 
of three or four centuries ago. There 
was a time when women were practically 
serfs. We have passed that point. 
Under our laws we want to give them 
equalitY in the ownership of propert:y 
and in the comforts and joys of life. 
That is all we ask. That is all we do. 
We do it by giving them tLle-not the 
use of it, not the right to touch it but 
to get nothing from it, but the right to 
own half the community property. That 
law has been on our statute books and 
in our constitution for 100 years; yet 
people talk about the law as a device to 
avoid taxes. Santa Anna had hardly 
gotten out of Texas before we adopted 
this system of giving the women joint 
property rights to the earnings after 
marriage. Of course, what the husband 
had before the marriage remains the 
husband's separate property, and what 
the wife possessed before the marriage 
remains the wife's separate property. 

Mr. President, if we wish to provide · 
equity we have an opportunity to do so 
now. But we cannot have our cake and 
eat it, too. 

Mr. President, I have nothing further 
to say on this matter. This is a question 
which we shall have to face, and I am 
prepared to face it. But I wish to face it 
at a time when we are revising the whole 
tax structure. I do not wish to under
take it ·now. As has been pointed out 

heretofore, the Federal Government, 
largely because it was piqued at the in
come taxes derived from community
property States, in 1942 passed a law 
which was manifestly unjust. It pro
vided that in the community-property 
States if the man and wife had $100,000 
worth of community property, each one 
owning half, if the husband died, the 
wife would have to pay an inheritance or 
estate tax on the entire $100,000 worth o( 
property-which is not right and not 
sound-and, further, that when the wife 
died thereafter, her estate would have 
to pay another tax- on what she was 
possessed of at - the time of her death. 
I want that law revised, when we come 
to revising the entire tax structure. 
If we are going to express ourselves 
with respect to the community-prop- 
erty-income feature, I wish to have 
the community-property inheritance or 
estate tax also revised or modified. 

So, Mr. President, what I have said to
day has been simply for the purpose of 
placing in the RECORD a defense of the 
community-property system . . It was a 
noble system which was conceived in a 
high spirit and in a spirit of equality be
fore the law and equality before the altar 
and equality of contribution to the mar
riage relation, providing that the earn
ings of the marriage relation should be
long as much to the wife as to the 
husband. 

I wished to express our dissent from 
the view which is expressed now and then 
by the residents . of non-community
property States, namely, that the com
mupity-property States are using a de
vice or a pretext to avoid the payment of 
income taxes. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, the 
question of community property and the 
taxation involved has been before the 
Congress for many years in various 
forms. It now comes before us in a 
slightly different form. It has been a 
subject of study and concern by those 
of us who represent the community
property States. If the Senator from 
Arkansas will consider the history of his 
State-as undoubtedly he has, although 
this particular phase may not have been 
drawn to his attention-he will find that 
originally his State was also a com
munity-property State; in other words, it 
was carved out of ·the territory which 
was acquired from Mexico, just as Louisi-· 
ana was carved out of the territory which 
was acquired from France. The civil 
law of France applied to Louisiana, and 
the civil law of Spain prevailed in the 
territory which was acquired from Spain. 
My own State and th£.. States of New 
Mexico,. Arizona, Idaho, and California 
were carved out of the territory which 
we acquired from Mexico. When the 
United States acquired that territory, it 
carried with it the civil law which pre
vailed in Mexico, which had been given 
to Mexico by Spain. 

Many of the States which were carved 
out of that territory saw fit to repudiate 
the civil law. Iowa is one of the States 
which repudiated the civil law and set 
up the common law as the basic law, 
thereby repudiating some of the priv
ileges and many of the conditions which 
prevailed under the civil law. That fact 
probably accounts for some of the actions 

of the Bureau of Internal Revenue in 
construing certain laws in certain States. 

Mr. President, the importance of this 
matter is such that some of us have 
spent considerable time, in times past, 
in looking into the history of these dif
ferences which occur among the respec
tive States. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McCARRAN. I wish to conclude 
my remarks, and then I shall yield. 

Mr. President, some years ago-to wit, 
in 1937-at a time when the Honorable 
Fred Vinson, now Mr. Chief Justice Vin
son, was chairman of the Ways and 
Means Subcommittee of the House of 
Representatives, and when the subject 
of community property was uppermost 
in the minds of Mc:nbers of Congress, 
it was my privilege to address to him a 
letter on this subject, going briefly into 
the history of commu::-Jty property. 
That letter dealt with the history of the 
law, as it came over in the process of 
territorial acquisition to the several 
States which now have community-prop
perty laws. Texas is one; Mississippi is 
another; Florida is another. Louisiana 
retained the community property law 
from the civil law which came down from 
the Code· Napoleon. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a copy of my letter to the Hon
orable Fred M. Vinson, now Mr. Chief 
Justice Vinson, bearing on the subject 
of the history of community property and 
why the community-property law exists 
in several of the States. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., September 15, 1937. 

Hon. FRED M. VINSON, 
ChaiTman of Subcommittee, 

Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR CHAIRMAN VINSON: On some OC

casions in the past the press has carried ex
pressions indicating that there are those in 
your committee and elsewhere who might be 
of the opinion that the citizens of commu
nity-property States were chargeable with a 
so-called loop-hole through which taxes in 
these States might be escaped. I under
stand that your subcommittee may investi
gate the matter of income taxes in commu
nity-pl;Operty States, and I desire to submit 
to you some of my views on the subject, 
resisting as · I do any change of policy. 

First, may I say that Nevada is one of the 
community-property States, the others be
ing Louisiana, Arizona, California, Texas, 
Idaho, New Mexico, and Washington. 

Under the community-property law either 
spouse in a martial status has a vested 
property right in all of the community prop
erty including the income therefrom, like
wise in the salary or wages of either husband 
or wife. 

The question involved in community prop
erty tn the United States is both historic 
and statutory in its origin. The historical 
side of this question is most interesting 
and students of the subject who have given 
us the benefit of their study and writings 
have thrown much light and clarification on 
the matter. 

A cursory reading of the history would 
lead one to believe that the community
property law was of Spanish origin, but a 
more persistent study leads one to the con
clusion that the law, as we know it in the 
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Western World, is of Germanic origin and 11 
the result of the evolution of early Ger":' 
manic customs and forms into laws reg
ulating family relations. These customs and 
laws, according to our best authorities, were 
carried into Spain by tribal and Visigothio 
movements in the early Christian centuries, 
and were implanted in the Spanish Penin
sula on the occasion of the conquest of that 
part of Europe. 

We find the early community-property law 
emphatically set out in the Code of Euric 
as the same was made, through conquest of 
territory, the law of early Spain; and we 
find this early code followed by the Spanish 
law or code called Fuero Juzgo. The law it
self took on various forms during the Span
ish succession bflt at no time ·did it lose its 
original nature nor its original method of 
operation. · For instance, we find the law set 
out in 1506 in a Spanish codification en
titled "Cortes of Toro." Another code 
promulgated by Philip II in 1567 and an
other put forth by Charles I~ of Spain. in 
1680, each in turn carried the emphatic ex
pression "law of comrr_unity property" ·as we 
now term it, which laws and codes, in· gen .. 
eral terms, made clear distinction between 
the property of the husband, the property 
of the wife, and property acquired or accu,
mulated by the community coverture. _ 

. Briefly stated, the law of Spain, as we find 
it passing down through its history r became 
·the law of the Spanish territory in the 
Western World. The code called the Cortes 
of Toro published in 1506, and the code 
"Nueva Recopilacion" of 1567, and the 
code of 1680 published by Charles II of 
Spain and styled . "Recopilacion de Indies," 
all made emphatic pronouncements that in 
the territoiies under the Spanish flag the 
laws of Castile must be observed. It was in 
this way that the civil law of Spain became 
a part of the law of Spanish America; and 
hence the law governing conjugal property 
or as we term it, community property, be
cah,.e the law of Mexico and remained so, 
with varying local changes, until the inde
pendence of Mexico was achieved in 1821. 

The spirit of the community-property· law, 
as it was recognized in Mexico, is fairly stated 
In a publication having a date as late as 
1888, in which the Mexican commentator 
expresses himself thus (translation):· 

"There being common to both consorts 
the hardships and sufferings which life brings 
with it, and together equally ·dividing the 
sacrifices and efforts necessary to overcome 
them, it is just and natural that there be 
likewise common the profits which may come 
to the consorts, basing itself S()lely on this, 
without regard to the greater or less wealth 
which either of the consorts may bring to the 
marriage." 

I will not attempt to burden you with the 
distinction that will be found in organic and 
statutory laws of the respective States of the 
Union, as for instance the law of Louisiana 
may differ from the law of California, each 
being community-property ~tates, the former 
having both French and Spanish flavor; and 
in turn the law of Washington may differ 
from that of other States, but in essentials 
they take their spirit from the same source. 
My purpose in dealing primarily with the 
history of the law of community property is 
to emphasize to you and to your committee 
that the States in which community-prop
erty law exists, acquired that law from the 
original sovereignty controlling the territory 
out of which these States were respectively 
formed, or from the civil law, as distinguished 
from the common law. For example, I re
spectfully draw your attention to the history 
of the law of the State of Texas, in which 
we find the rule of community property pre
vailing, because when Texas became inde
pendent from Mexico and came into the 
United States, that State retained her laws of 
community property while at the same time 
she adopted the common law in almost every 
other respect. 

The neaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, closing 
the Mexican War, brought to the United 
States the territory now embraced within 
the States of New Mexico, Arizona, Califor
nia, Idaho, and Nevada, in all of which ter
ritory and the States carved out of the same, 
the law of community property, as it had 
prevailed under the rule of Mexico, and as 
the same had been transmitted to Mexico by 
the parent country, Spain, was retained. In 
nearly every one of these States, when they 
became States, the common law was adopted, 
but notwithstanding the adoption of the 
common law, the wife's status in respect to 
matrimonial property was excluded and her 
rights in such property as they existed under 
the Spanish and Mexican domination were 
recog11ized, retatned, and protected. In this 
respect I would draw your attention to the 
decisions of the Supreme Court in the case 
of Botiller v. Dominquez (130 U. S. 238); La-
7'ourette v. LaTourette (15 Ariz. 200); and 
Blum v. Wardell (270 Fed. 309). 

It might be at the hazard of your patience 
were I to go into the detail of the law appli
cable to the several States in which the com
munity-property law exists. Suffice it to say 
that in Louisiana, by reason of its history, 
the territory first being under French domi
nance, later ·under Spanish and still later 
under French dominance, we find the Code 
Napoleon, so styled, combined with the 
Spanish codes and again modified. by statu
tory provision when the State became a part 
of the Union. Nevertheless, we find the com-· 
inunity-property law existent. 

In Texas and California, the territory being 
originally a part of the territory of Mexico, 
we find the community system of Spain and 
Mexico carried . to a great extent into the 
organic law and provisions for its operation 
made by statutory enactment. In the States 
of New Mexico, Arizona, and Nevada the com
munity-property law exists almost in its 
purity as it exi&ted under the Mexican sov
ereignty. 

A decision rendered by the Supreme Court 
of the State of California entitled: "In re 
Moffitt's Estate," has been almost unani
mously repudiated not only by the very court 
that rendered it, but by other courts and 
commentators as well (the California courts 
were in complete disruption due to the catas
trophe of fire . and earthquake) . There the 
court made the following startling announce
ment: _ 

"That the interest of the wife in the com
munity property during the lifetime of her 
husband is only an expectancy, and that on 
his death she takes it as an, heir." 

This decision was repudiated by the courts 
of California in a later case of Stewart v. 
Stewart (249 Pac. 197). The act of the Legis
lature of California might also be construed 
as repudiation. 

The Supreme Court of Nevada-the State 1 
represent--refused to follow the Moffitt case 
when it rendered the decision in tne matter 
of the Estate of Warren Williams, which de
cision is now the ruling case in that jurisdic
tion, and to which I hereafter refer. 

The States Qf Florida, Missouri, Arkansas, 
Iowa, and Mississippi, in which either the 
Spanish community-property law or the 
French community-property law originally 
prevailed, have adopted the common law. 
Louisiana, however, retains to this day the 
spirit of the Spanish law modified by the 
Code Napoleon. 

Nevada, like other Western States, retained 
the spirit of the Spanish law as the same pre
vailed when the territory was ceded to the 
United States, and we find in the constitu
tion of Nevada the provision: 

"All property, both real and personal, of 
the wife, owned or claimed by her before 
marriage, ·and that acquired afterward by 
gift, devise, or-descent, shall be her separate 
property; and laws shall be passed more 
cleat.:lY definh;lg the rights o~ the wife _in 
relation, as well to her separate property, 

as to that held in common with her hus
band. Laws shall also be passed providing 
for the registration of the wife's separate 
property." 

The statutes of Nevada carry out the full 
eptrit and intent of the organic law and 
the full spirit and intent of the law· of com
munity property, as the same existed in the 
territory embraced within the confines of the 
State when that territory was a part of the 
Mexican possessions. 

As a member of the court of last resort 
of the fltate of Nevada, it was my privilege 
to make a special study of this subject and 
to write the opinion and decision of that 
court in the matter of the Estate of Warren 
W. Williams, Deceased (40 Nev. 241), and in 
that opinion the court dwelt at length with 
the subject of community property, its na
ture and existence. This opinion took into 
consideration the history of the law of com~ 
munity property and t~e constitutional and 
statutory provisions of the State; and there 
we took occasion to express: 

"From all our statutory enactments bear
ing upon the subject of the relation of 
husband and wife, and especially from those 
having to do with the acquisition, reten
tion, and disposition of community prop
erty, we at·e unable to arrive at a conclu
sion that the constitution framers and the 
legislature, in establishing the community 
system and in promulgating the laws de
fining the- rights of husban~ and wife as 
to property thus held, intended other than 
that the wife should have an interest in 
the property acquired by the joint efforts 
of the community, which interest, while it 
should remain in a sense indistinguishable 
during the· existence of the community, was 
nevertheless a property interest of which she 
was, at all times, possessed." 

And again we said: 
"J:t may, we think, be asserted, supported 

by the great weight of authority, that the 
interest of the wife in the community prop
erty and her title thereto, is no less than 
that held by the husband, and is such a 
title in the wife as not to be regarded as a 
mere expectancy." 

The Attorney Genera! in response to the 
inquiry of the Department concluded as to 
all community-property States, including 
Arizona, Louisiana, Washington, Idaho, New 
Mexico, and Nevada, that "The husband and 
wife domiciled therein, 'in rendering separate 
income tax returns, may each report as gross 
income, one-half of the income which, under 
the law:: of the respective States, becomes 
simultaneously with its receipt, community 
property." (Opinion of Attorney General (32 
P . 435).) 

The Suprem~ Court of the United States 
has announced the rule that where the State 
decisions have interpreted State laws govern
ing property or controlling relations that are 
essentially of a domestic and State nature, 
such decisions will be followed ~ possible . 
(Warburton v. White (176 U.S. 484) .) 
_ It is scarcely necessary for me to draw 
your attention to the ruling of the Internal 
Revenue Department which is, as I under~ 
stand it, in substance that the rule of sepa
rate returns by husband and wife as to com~ 
munity-property earnings, is to be applied 
as the law is construed by the courts of last 
resort of the respective ~ommunity-property 
States. 

In the case of Poe v. SeabU?'Y (282 U.S. 101) , 
Mr. Justice Roberts, speaking for the Supreme 
Court as to the right of the husband and 
wife to make separate returns under the 
community-property law of Washington, 

· said: " • • • it must ·suffice to say that 
it is clear the wife has in Washington a 
vested· property right in .the community 
property, equal :with that of her husband, 

_and in the income of the community, includ
ing salaries or wages· of either husband or 
wife, or both." · 
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I trust that I will not have taxed your 

patience in t.lrts rather lengthy communica
tion, but that by expressing myself as I have 
here, I may emphasize the fact that any 
attempt on the part of Congress to interfere 
with the present rule permitting husband 
and Wife to make separate tax returns each 
reflecting one-half of the community in
come, will be resisted by everything within 
my power, and I know that in this I will be 
joined by the other community-property 
States. 

If the community-property States of the 
Union see fit to extend to married women 
more definite and certain rights in the earn
ings and accumulations of the community 
effort, certainly it is not the part of justice 
and fair play that these States, while extend
ing these rights to their citizens, shall be 
punished therefor, or compelled to abandon 
their laws. the policy of which is even older 
than the States, themselves, nor that the 
Federal Government shall construe the law 
other than as the same has been construed 
by the Courts of last resort of those respective 
States and by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

In conclusion: 
The law of community property came to 

the States as a part of the law of the land 
before they were States. 

The law of community property was writ
ten into the organic law of the States, ap
proved by Congres3 when the States were 
admitted into the Union. 

The legislatures of the States enaeted laws 
carrying out the spirit of the law as it had 
existed and as their constitutions pro
nounced. 

The courts of the States have applied and 
construed the law of community property 
in keeping with the spirit of its fundamental 
principle. 

The Supreme Court of the United States 
has recognized the fundamentals and laws of 
the States and has repronounced the doc
trine as it was in the beginning. 

Under the community-property law the · 
husband and wife respectively have and hold 
each a vested right in and to one-half of 
the property acquired by community effort 
and the accretions thereof, including wages 
and salaries-this is a legal fact, not a fiction. 

Under the community-property law and 
in community-property States the husband 
and the Wife may each file returns refiect
ing as taxable income one-half of the whole 
income of the community established by 
their marital status. 

Any attempt on the part of Congress to 
change this condition as crystallized into the 
laws of the respective States would be a dis
crimination and otherwise unconstitutional. 

Thanking you for your courtesy in this 
matter, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
PAT MCCARRAN, 

NOTE.-The Supreme Court of the United 
States in the case of Hoeper v. the Ta:c Com
mission (284 U.S. 206) held in no uncertain 
terms that a tax based on an enforced joint 
return is illegal, arbitrary, and capricious. 
In this decision it will be noted that the 
Court, although dealing with the statute of 
the State of Wisconsin, did not hesitate to 
quote the case of Knowland v. Moore (187 
U.s. 41), which in turn dealt directly with a 
Federal statute. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
now yield to the Senator from Iowa, and 
I apologize for having kept him waiting 
this long. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent , I merely wished to ask the Senator 
whether he draws a distinction between 
the power of the civil law as a precedent, 
and the power of the statute law and. 
also, the power of the common law as a 
precedent. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I (iraw the distinc
tion in a certain way. Let me say that 
after having listened to the colloquy b~
tween the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HicK
ENLOOPERJ and the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. CoNNALLY]- this thought came to 
my mind, and it may be worthy of at
tention: The State of Iowa repudiated 
the civil law when it set up its organic 
law. It then adopted the common law. 
Thereafter, whether by statute or other
wise, Iowa set up a means by which 
separate income returns might be made 
or by which separate laws might prevail 
as to the ownership of property by the 
wife and the ownership of property by 
the husband. But the founders of the 
organic law of the State of Iowa thus 
repudiated,the civil law, which was basic 
to the territory out of which Iowa was 
carved. That being true, it seems to me 
that the claim of the State of Iowa for 
rights which exist under community
property States is not well founded. It 
may be that that argument is rather 
theoretical. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the Sena
tor will yield, I will say that I have as 
yet made no claim for any rights under 
community-property law, nor have I 
spoken, up to this point, at least, for the 
same recognition for my State as that 
accorded other States ·under the theory 
of community-property allowances in 
those States. What I am saying to the 
Senator is that partnership devices .are 
at least as old as community-property 
law devices under the civil law. Partner
ship devices have been recognized as an 
integral part of the method of doing 
business, and the passing of a business 
from father to son, since we have had 
organized economic business. 

Mr. McCARRAN. When the Senator 
uses the term "devices" he uses the cor
rect term. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I say that a 
corporation is a device: Any kibd of an 
organization for the transaction of busi
ness can be called a device. 

Mr. McCARRAN. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. HICKEbJLOOPER. I see no rea
son why the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
can call one thing fish and another fowl, 
why the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
justifies itself by saying, "We will recog-

. nize these rights as established by the 
law of one State, and we will not recog
nize these devices for doing business, or 
for handling incomes, as recognized by 
the law of another State," in other words, 
a partnership on one side, a.nd a com
munity-property situation on the other, 

Mr. McCARRAN. Except for this 
consideration-!and it may be conjec
tural again, and I think it is-that the 
Senator's State repudiated the very law 
that would have given citizens of that 
State the right to have community prop
erty. His State repudiated the civil law, 
which prevailed in the territory from 
which the State was carved. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. While the 
Senator may in theory, and antiquity, 
have some foundation for saying that 
we repudiated the civil Iaw--

Mr. McCARRAN. It is history. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I think when 

Iowa was in the Wisconsin territory and 

the Michigan territery there were not 
enough people there to know the distinc
tion between the civil law and the com
mon law, and it was a matter that was 
handled for them. 

Mr. McCARRAN. That may be true. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It makes lit

tle' difference, in fact, it makes no differ
ence, as I see it. It is a question of 
principle, as to whether or not opera
tions which are perfectly legal-and I 
am assuming the legality; I am not as
suming fraud or fraudulent activities, or 
intention ·to violate the law_:_it is a ques
tion whether or not activities which are 
perfectly legal in the operation of a busi
ness in one State are refused recognition 
by the policy determination of a depart
ment here, which, I submit, has later 
been given great aid and comfort by a 
couple of Supreme Court decisions; while 
in another State, on the theory that it is 
the law of that State, and a part of its 
basic law, the Department recognize that 
law for tax purposes, with consequent 
discrimination against the other State. 
As I have said, up to this point I have 
not discussed the question whether or 
not they should treat my State on the 
sJ,me basis on which community-prop
erty States are treated, but I am com
plaining at the moment that the Bureau 
of Internal Revenue refuses to recognize 
business operations which are just as 
completely valid, just as completely legal, 
just as completely sound, as title to prop
erty itself. 

Mr. McCARRAN. All I can say to 
that is, I am sorry. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the Sena
tor is sorry for us, what does he think 
we are for ourselves? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
much has been said about Arkansas hav
ing once been a community-property 
State. I have a report from the Library 
of Congress from which I wish to read. 
It says, referring to community property: 

This form of ownership was eliminated in 
Florida by the treaty of cession in 1819, 
and in Missouri Territory, out of which the 
States of Arkansas, Iowa, Mississippi, and 
Missouri were formed, by the acts of the ter
ritorial legislature adopted in 1807 and 1816. 
Oregon, in 1945, repealed a community prop
erty statute adopted in 1943. 

So that at least since Arkansas has 
been a State, it has not had community 
property laws. 

It is true, in accordance with the state
ment of the Senator from Nevada, that 
its effect on taxes comes from an ancient 
principle of law arising from Spanish and 
French law, but it certainly was not a 
direct consequence of that law, that is, it 
was not intended to result, as the Sen
ator from Texas said. It is in the nature 
of an accidental windfall. This great ad
vantage has grown out of a situation 
which no one contemplated at the time, 
and none of us who are supporting the 
amendment are trying to take it away 
from those States. That was tried be
fore, as I said a moment ago, as long ago 
as in 1921. All we are trying to do is to 
give to the States which do not now en
joy this particular windfall the same 
privileges, and to put them on an equal
ity, so far as taxation goes. 
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Mr. HICKENLOOPER. 'Mr. Presi

dent, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. - I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I wonder if 

the Senator agrees that the question of 
whether or not a State has a community 

,Property law as a base is completely with
in the sovereignty of the State and de
pends not one whit on whether the civil 
law or the common law controls within 
the State. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The State of Okla
homa recently has adopted it, and they 
make no bones about having done so for 
the purpose of getting an advantage in 
paying the income tax. They first 
adopted it, and then it was proved inad
equate. I have the history of that, if the 
Senator is interested. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is ex
actly what I attempted to indicate. 
What I was asking the Senate was 
whether or not the Senator agrees with 
me that the question of whether a State 
adopts or refuses to adopt a community
property law is a matter completely 
within the sovereignty of the State. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Absolutely-; there 
is no question about it. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It does not 
stem from the fact that the State might 
have been under the civil law at one time 
or might never have been under the civil 
law. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; Iowa was in 
the same situation in which Arkansas 
once fou1.1d itself; Iowa was once subject 
to the old civil law; but, as I just read, 
it was repealed before Iowa became a 
State. The whole situation ' with· regard 
to taxes is an unexpected windfall. What 
the Senator from Texas and the Senator 
from New Mexico have said about the 
status of women, and so on, refers to an 
entirely different matter. I do not- think 
it would seriously be urged that the wom
en of Texas and New Mexico are treated 
vastly better than those in Iowa and 
Arkansas, so far as any difference in the 
distribution of incomes ot earnings of 
the inhabitants of those States are con
cerned. 

I will say there is thts advantage, in 
addition to the tax e"eniption, it makes 
it very difficult for creditors, unless they 
are very wary,- because they have to take 
into consideration the fact· that in levy
ing on property the wife may assert her 
property right. But in the everyday 
business of dealing with one's salary, I do 
not think there is any difference at all. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? _ 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I merely rose to say that 

the question of creditors never enters 
into the situation. There is nev~r any 
trouble in the community-property 
States, for in most of them the property 
is subject to debts. That is not a factor. 
I do think that the wives in the com
munity-property States, from a property 
standpoint, are vastly better treated 
than in the common-law States. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. ·As the Senator 
from Texas indicated, when it comes to 
divorce or death, there is a difference, 
bu{; in the average carrying on of day-to
day business I doubt that there is any 
substantial difference at all. 

I think the action of the Government 
in regard to the taxation of inheritances, 
to which the Senator from Texas re
ferred, shows that the administrative 
branch of the Government, the taXing 
branch, has gradually been putting pres
sure on in this situation, which it is rec
ognized is wholly unwarranted under our 
Federal tax system, regardless of what 
the local tax system may be in regard 
to distinction between man and wife. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Arkansas will yield, does 
he argue that the inheritance tax law, 
passed in 1942, to which reference has 
been made, is a fair and just measure? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is about 
the only way by which, under the exist-

. ing law, it is possible to make up for 
the glaring inequities that exist under 
the income tax law. It does not make
up for .them completely, but it does so 
to a degree. The Senator is familiar 
with the saying that a bad law makes 
bad decisions. A gross inequity exists 
here, which_ I think has created a tend
ency to adopt other provisions of law in 
order to equalize the situation. Before 
lleave the question of creditors, I should 
like to read briefly to the Senator--

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a moment? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like first 
to read a statement with regard to credi
tors. It is from the Library of Congress, 
an impartial source. It is a discussion 
of the advantages and disadvantages of 
community property .. It says: 

The greatest losses which these practices-

Referring to the community property 
system-
entail, as well as other shortcomings at
tributable to this system, are sustained by 
third parties, chiefly creditors. Unless they 
make adequate investigation, examine prop
erty rights carefully, and are cognizant of 
the wife's vested interests in community 
property, they may discover, in transactions 
with the husband, that the latter was not 
legally competent to pledge as assets secur
ing his debts the property which appeared 
to be his own. All evidences of wealth that 
are employed in business transactions, such 
as real estate, bank deposits, securities, and 
insurance, must be evaluated by the creditor 
in terms of the wife's interest therein if the 
assets appropriated in the event of a default 
are not to prove inadequate. Lack of pro
tection for creditors is declared to be "the 
most glaring defect of the community
property system." 

That gets entirely away from taxes, 
but I , have read that in reply to the 
Senator's remark about creditors. What 
I am interested in is not the matter 
of creditors; that is of no importance to 
us at all. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. While the Senator is 

casting that reflection upon the com
munity-property States--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not cast a 
reflection; I read a statement by an ex
pert in the Library of Congress. 

Mr.- HATCH. Evidently the Senator 
endorsed it and approved it, just as the 
Senator endorses the iniquitous inheri
tance tax on the wife's property. The 
Senator has now raised the question of 

the creditor. Under community-prop
erty laws, the husband cannot mortgage 
or pledge real estate of the wife, or other 
community property, without the wife's 
joining in the pledge or mortgage. 
That is not unknown to creditors; it is 
a matter of common knowledge. It is in 
the law, and it has never made my State 
or other community-property States 
open to criticism. It is a further protec
tion of the wife's absolute ownership of 
one-half the community property. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
do not care to pursue the question of 
ownership of the property. What we are 
primarily interested in is income. What 
is involved is the earnings of the hus
band. The income from property owned 
by the wife, in any State, is hers regard
less of whether it be community prop
erty or otherwise. If the wife owns a 
building and receives income, the income 
is hers, and she reports it. What we are 
particularly interested in is the ques
tion of the earned income of the hus- · 
band. That is the big problem, and that 
is where the great advantage on the one 
hand or the great disadvantage on the 
other hand lies. 

Reference has been made to the ques
tion of partnership. I should like to 
point out, however, in addition to the 
income tax, in the case mentioned by 
the senior Senator from Arkansas, and 
to which I referred before the commit
tee, that in Arkansas, in order to vest 
ownership in the wife by gift, a tax must 
be paid. Senators know that the gift 
tax has now been increased to the point 
where it is only slightly less than the 
inheritance tax. In Texas and New 
Mexico, the same result is reached with
out a tax. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. With refer

ence to a legitimate gift by a husband 
to his wife, upon which the gift tax is 
paid, the Internal Revenue Bureau re
fuses to recognize the validity of the 
transaction. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is exactly· 
correct. · 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The depart
ment overturns such transaction and 
says they are no good. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is exactly 
correct. They laid down some kind of 
rule, on the theory that the wife does 
not participate in the business. I think 
that if, in addition to payil)g a tax and 
setting up the partnership, the wife then 
assumed direction of the business, the 
transaction might be recognized; but in 
a community-property State the wife 
certainly does not have to do anything, 
and yet the partnership is recognized 
and there is no gift tax in such a State. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
may I call this to the Senator's atten
tion, if he will yield--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The_ Depart

ment attempts_ to draw a peculiar dis
tinction, putting a certain odium upon a 
transaction between members of a fam
ily. They draw a distinction in such a 
case as this: If the Senator has a busi
ness, and I happen to have a little money, 
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and I want to put it into the business as 
a partner, and I elect not to . take part in 
the management of the business, saying 
I would rather' have the Senator manage 
it, that he knows all about it; in that case 
they will recognize the partnership. But 
if the wife does not participate in the 
business, they say, ''There 1s something 
vicious about that, and we will not rec
ognize the legality of it." . It may be, a 
perfectly proper transfer and a perfect
ly proper vesting of title under the law 
of the State where it occurs. I fail to 
see the soundness of their reasoning in 
such a case. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. It 
is assumed, the Department says, that 
the transaction was entered into for the 
purpose of avoiding taxes. That is ap
parently the assumption. The Senator 
has stated exactly the way it is done, and 
I have several cases in my files, showing 
that that has taken place in Arkansas. I 
am sure it has occurred elsewhere. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I . yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. May I suggest 

to the Senator that, for the first time, so 
far as I know, in the administration of 
the internal-revenue laws no distinction 
is now being drawn between tax avoid
ance and tax evasion? Heretofore 
there has been all the difference be- · 
tween legitimacy and illegality. As 
I recently pointed out to certain people 
who are very much interested in this 
matter officially, tax avoidance, as it has 
always been considered, is today practiced 
by the internal-revenue department it
self, because every year it· sends out 
broadsides saying, "Do not pay more taxes 
than you have to-here is where you can 
claim a deduction-here is what you can 
do-do not pay on this-you do not need 
to report that." That is tax avoidance; 
meaning only that a person avoids the 
payment of taxes for which he is not le
gally liable. Tax evasion, as I understand 
it, is a situation in which persons either 
conspire or enter into some sort of ar
rangement in order to avoid paying taxes 
for which they are legitimately charge-
able. . 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is true. 
Mr. H+CKENLOOPER. But apparent

ly today there is no longer a distinction 
such as there has been in the past be
tween legitimate tax avoidance, or the 
avoidance of paying taxes for which one 
is not legally liable, and tax evasion. In 
practice those two terms have now been 
merged. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think it is com
pletely indefensible. For the informa
tion of the Senator-! do not think this 
has even been mentioned-and as show
ing the conscience of the public in gen
eral on this question, a Gallup poll was 
taken. Only a week ago, I think, 
the Saturday Evening Post had a very 
exhaustive article pointing out in great 
detail the injustice of the situation. If 
the Senator happened to see it, it was a 
very excellent article. In a Gallup poll 
on the subject, taken only a short time 
ago, the question propounded was: 

For the purpose of income taxes, in 9 States 
a man and wife can divide their income 
equally between themselvea to reduce their 

income tax. Should married couples in the 
other 39 States be allowed to do the same 
thing? 

If a Gallup poll has any political sig
nificance at au,-r think everybody ought 
to take notice of the result of the poll. 
Of the replies, 74 percent were "yes," 10 
percent "no," and 16 percent "no opin
ion." As between Democrats and Repub
licans, the replies of Democrats were 72 

· percent "yes,'' . 10 percent "no"; of the 
Republicans, who in this instance had 
even a greater sense of justice. than the 
Democrats, 77 percent said "yes," that 
there should be no such discrimination. 
I think that ought to be very helpful in 
giving us an idea of what the public in 
general thinks about such dfscrimi
nation. 

I have a letter in my hand which has 
some appropriateness to the statement 
·made by the senior Senator from Texas, 
who made such a moving appeal a mo
ment ago in regard to the status of 
women. I may explain that Texarkana, 
Ark., is on the line between Texas and 
Arkansas. The State. line runs right 
down the middle of the main street. Re
cently the town has begun to be lopsided. 
The letter is from one of the 'leading at
torneys of. Texarkana. I read only a part 
of the letter. He says: 

Here on the Texas-Arkansas line we are 
losing many valu·able citizens because they 
go across the State line and buy themselves 
a home on the difference they would pay in 
income tax. This makes real estate in Texas 
more valuable than in Arkansas, because the 
identical h9use will sell for ~1,000 to $5,000 
more on the Texas side than it will on the 
Arkansas side. If all the States which do 
not have a community-property law will get 
together something surely can be accom
plished. 

The writer of that letter, Mr. President, 
simply cannot understand why 39 other 
States stupidly sit by and see such things 
as this going on indefinitely. 
' I want to repeat that the effort to do 
something about this matter was started 
in 1921. This is not the first time the 
matter has been discussed. It is true the 
approach before was to take away the 
privilege of making separate returns, and 
that failed. But the movement was 
started in 1921. All during the 1920's, 
as Se.1ators will recall, under the great 
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, 
taxes were often reduced, and there were 
plenty of opportunities then to have rec
tified this inequity, but nothing was done 
about "it. More recently, I think in 1942, 
an effort was made to rectify the in
equity, but it was stymied. Opponents 
were always able to put off action, just as 
they are trying to put off action now. 
I know that if we do not take action now 
when there is an opportunity to reduce 
taxes, there will not be anything seri
ously done next year because it will then 
be said "Oh, yes; we know it is indefen
sible, and so on, but we cannot reduce 
taxes now. It would cost G800,000,000." 

Mr. President, it is such a simple mat
ter to take the action · we propose under 
the present situation. Although I may 
not be in accord with the pending bill, 
I think everyone agrees and everything 
indicates that a bill will l:5e passed, and 
the result will be to reduce taxes some
where between three and four billion 

dollars. There is· no difficulty whatever 
in incorporating into the bill the pro
posed rectification of this inequity. It is 
a very simple matter to do so. 

I think no one can justifiably say that 
the inclusion of the pending amendment 
will affect primarily the larger incomes 
from $5,000 on up to, let us say, $100,000. 
All that is needed to be done is simply 
to adjust the rates in the existing bill 
in those brackets, and the .same amount 
of reduction in taxes will be achieved 
without any serious upsetting of the situ
ation. I think the adjustment can be 
made in a very short time. I think one 
of the substitute bills which will be 
offered ·here has already worked out the 
adjustment between the raising of the 
exemptions in order to benefit the small 
incomes and the incm;poration of this 
proposal, in order to give relief to the 
large incomes. I know there would be 
no difficulty in making . ·such adjust
ment. I cannot understand any reason 
at all ·why the leadership will not do so 
except that they believe that because 
there has been much publicity concern
ing H. R. 1, and because the committee 
did not take action, therefore, as a mat
ter of party prestige, the bill must be 
gone through with as it is. I cannot see 
any real objection to the inclusion of 
the proposal, because no one undertakes 
to justify such an inequity as now exists, 
except Members from the community
property States, and, of course, there is 
no reason for us ever to expect them to 
change their views. After all, what it 
amounts to is that you and I, Mr. Presi
dent, and your people and ours, pay 
higher taxes on account of this situa
tion.' Assuming that a certain amount 
of ·tax money is necessary in order to 
operate the Government year after year, 
the people in the S2nator's State of 
Iowa and mine in the State of Arkansas 
have been ·paying the difference. That 
is all there is to it. They have been 
doing it ever since there' was a Federal 
income tax. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I want to sug

gest to the Genator the very sincere ob
servation that· the proposal does intrigue 
me and I cannot fully justify in my own 
mind why other States do not adopt the 
community-property law rather than ask 
for congressional action on the matter. 
It seems to me that some of the other 
States-! suggest my own-which do not 
have a community-property law can 
take remedial action. There is a place, 
the legislatures of the various States, 
where a community-property law can be 
adopted and put into effect. I have been 
a little intrigued over why more of them 
do not do so. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There are several 
reasons, I think. The constitution of 
my own State sets out certain provi
sions respecting dower rights, and so on, 
of women. If we were to approach it 
from the point of view of the ownership , 
of property it would require a constitu- · 
tiona! amendment, or so it is -:;ho\lght by 
the leading lawyers of my State. In ad
dition to that, ohe reason why it has not 
become so acute a question, and there 
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has not been great pressure to take ac
tion, is that up until recent years the 
income taxes have not been nearly so 
high as they are now. It is because we 
are in the present period when taxes are 
a great burden and ·~he graduation of 
taxes is so steep that a real inequity has 
developed. 

The conditions are becoming more 
serious. If we look at the difference in 
taxes paid as between community- and 
non-community-property States, it will 
be found that there is considerable dis
crimination in favor of community
property. States. I do not want to bur
den the record but the discrimination 
runs up· as high as 29 percent on an 
income of $100,000 a year. That . is a 
tremendous differential. It means that 
about every 5 years an extra year's in
come is received from such a taxpayer 
in a non-community-property State. 
The difference between · the income of 
the Senator from Iowa and the Senator 
from California runs up to almost 1 
month's salary every year. The differ
ential is more than $600. The difference 
comes about by reason of the steep grad
uation of the taxes. · If the tax were at a 
flat rate, there would be no diff~rence. 
The tax is so burdensome to the taxpayer 
in the non-community-property State 
because of the progressive graduation in 
the taxes. 

The other reason is that.the lawyers in 
my State discussed the subject- this year 
and said that in the first place action by 
our State would upset the long-estab
lished principles of property rights and 
would ·entail a great , deal of litigation, 
and it would be some years before·every
thing was tried through the courts. 
Then they added this significant. thought. 
They said that the situation is so clear, 
that such a glaring inequity exists, that 
surely the Congress will do something 
about it, and they themselves did not 
want to undertake to do it. I have a 
letter to that effect. The letter says, 
"We are sure that this year or next the 
Congress will straighten out this matter, 
because we cannot imagine that when 39 
States are subject to this disadvantage 
they would continue to endure it." That 
was the reasoning of the letter from the 
president of the Bar Association of 
Arkansas. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Why do -they 

submit this matter to the . speculative 
action of Congress when it is within the 
power of the Legislature of the State of 
Arkansas to take action to correct the 
situation? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Those who take 
the position I have referred to have not 
had the privilege of ·being Members of 
the Senate, and they do not appreciate 
the difficulty incident to remedial legisla
tion of this sort. They think the in
equity is so patent and obvious that Con
gress would naturally take action to 
remedy the situation. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am not in 
violent disagreement with the Senator, 
but lam frankly expressing some of the 
questions which have been in my mind, 
particularly as to why the States them
selves do not take action. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Here are 39 States. 
all with long histories of legislation and 
interpretation by their courts respecting 
property. It seems to me that since· this 
inequity arises as an unexpected wind':" 
fall to a few States, the only proper thing 
to do is to apply the uniform principle of 
Federal taxation rather than to make 
al139 States, many of which have a much 
longer history than the community
property States, conform to a principle 
which, after all, grew out of Spanish and 
French civil law, whereas most of our 
laws stem from the common law. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Does the Senator 

contend that there is not any inequity 
in the descent distribution laws which 
gives the husband two-thirds of the 
property and the wife one-third? 

. Mr. FULBRIGHT. Is the Senator re
ferring to the common law? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I was not making 

any comment about descent and distri
bution. All I am trying to say is that 
the impact of the Federal tax law ought 
to be the same, regardless of the fact 
that citizens live in different States. A 
distinction between citizens within the 
United States is not a recognized and 
proper basis for ,discrimination in taxes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. But the tax is 
based upon . ownership of property. or is 
ba-sed upon income. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT: I contend that as 
a practical .natter the earned salary · of 
a man-the Senator from Arizona, for 
example-does not involve any question 
of difference of disposition. The dispo
sition of the senator's salary is not unlike 
the disposition of my own. As a prac
tical, everyday business matter, the Sen
ator does not go through the formality 
of turning over half of his salary to his 
wife. No one else does. It is only in 
certain contingencies such as divorce, 
death, and levying on property, that the 
principle has any significance at all. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The Sen::~.tor from 
Arkansas would not want the Senator 
from Arizona to reveal how little of his 
income he gets, would he? [Laughter.] 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator's 
situation is no different from mine. 
There is no distinction between. the ·sena
tor and myself in that respect. I was 
not referring to the amount. 

Mr. Mc~ARLAND. Nor am I. Wh1le 
my last remark was facetious, I am 
discussing the laws. Let us get away 
from the question of individual income. 
The, Senator from Arkansas and the 
Senator ·from Arizona might have to 
reveal that they did not get even 50 
percent of their salaries. [Laughter.] 
Let us talk about the laws, which the 
Senator says have been in existence for 
so long. The Senator does not contend 
for one moment, does he, that a law 
which gives to the husband more of the 
property at death than is given to the 
wife is a fair and equitable law? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am afraid I do 
not quite follow the Senator. I do not 
know to which law he is referring. 

1 Mr. McFARLAND. I am referring to 
the laws of any of ·the 39 States which 
do riot provide for· division of property as 

community property, and in which the 
wife does not receive one-half of the 
property. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Generally speak
ing, under the law she receives a third. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Does the Senator 
contend that ' that is an equitable and 
just law for the wife? _ 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have not con
tended ·one way or the other. That has 
nothing to do with the question of 
taxation. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I am of the 
opinion it has everything to do with it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not so sure 
that it is not all right. At any rate, such 
laws have an ancient lineage. 

Mr. McFARLAND. If the Senator 
contends that is a just law, that is one 
thing--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not quite see 
the relevancy of that question to the 
question of income tax. 

Mr. McFARLAND. It is relevant be
cause the community-property laws are 
based upon the partnership theory. 
What the community earns belongs 
one-half to the husband and one-half to 
the wife. The courts have held, in the 
community-property States--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That '1s a rather 
strange approach. Doe::, not the Sen
ator have a right to spend his salary as 
he chooses? Let us assume, for illus
tration, that he receives $1,000 a month. 
Cannot the Senator spend that money 
without his wife's consP.nt? 

Mr. McFARLAND. For the benefit of 
the community. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
mean that he could not take a trip with
out his wife's consent? What would 
happen to him if he did? I do not wish 
to be personal. I am simply using the 
Senator as an illustration. If the Sen
ator prefers, let us take John Jones, who 
lives in Arizona--

Mr. McFARLAND. What would there 
be to hinder the wife from taking a trip? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. She would not 
have the money in her possession. I do 
not understand the great significance of 
the argument. Actually ·the Senator 
has his salary in his own possession and 
control, and he can spend it. He does 
not have to obtain . a release. from his 
wife. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Under any law 
someone must han,dle the money. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
Mr. McFARLAND. So far as I am 

personally concerned, if the Senator 
wants me to tell him how we handle our 
affairs-

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; I do not care 
about that. 

Mr. McFARLAND. My wife and I 
have a joint bank account. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. · Is it necessary to 
have a joint bank account? 

Mr. McFARLAND. No; it could all 
be in the wife's name. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator 
wished to do so, he could spend his sal
ary, just as I spend mine, and there would 
be no consequences other than personal 
relations. There would be no legal con
sequences. 

Mr. McFARLAND. There might be 
legal consequences if the practice were 
continued for too long, because the wife 



5862 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY 27 

could do something about it. The law 
protects her. So far . as the manage
ment of personal property is concerned, 
either the husband or the wife must be 
the manager of such property. That is 
the only distinction. When it comes to 
real property, the property is one-half 
the husband's and one-half the wife's, 
as is the personal property. However, . 
the signatures of both are required in 
order to convey real property. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In my State the 
signatures of both are required to con
vey real property. The wife must release 
her dower rights. 

Mr. McFARLAND. The difference is 
this: The courts have held that the wife 
does not receive her half of the property 
by inheritance. Her half of the property 
already belongs to her. She has earned 
it_ during her lifetime. 

Mr. FuLBRIGHT. Be that as it may, 
I still do not think that is relevant or 
significant in relation to the question 
·of income tax. 

Mr. McFARLAND. I see that the Sen
ator does not fully appreciate the effect 
of the community-property laws. I 
agree with the Senator from Texas that 
there is a distinction--

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is the Sen
ator's objection to permitting the citi
zens of other States to pay taxes based 
upoi} the same division of income? 

Mr. McFARLAND. I have no object
tim}. to permitting individuals from any 
State to pay taxes on the basis of the 
income which belongs to the respective 
individuals. When it comes to the con
tract referred to by the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER], I do not see 
why anyone could object if the income 
actually belonged to the individual. But 
any other basis would not be a proper 
basis for taxation. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I venture to say 
that half of my income belongs to my 
wife in just as real a sense as half of the 
Senr,tor's salary belongs to his wife. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I think everyone would 

agree that, regardless of whether one 
lives in a community-property State or 
a non-community-property State, the in
dividual who is earning the money, 
whether it be the husband or the wife, 
is the one who handles the pocketbook 
and handles the affairs of the family. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Certainly. 
Mr. LUCAS. All we are asking is that 

we be put on a uniform basis with the 
community-property States so far as 
Federal taxation is concerned. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
Mr. LUCAS. The income-tax law has 

now become the chief revenue producer 
for the Nation. As has been previously 
stated, there are between 47,000,000 and 
49,000,000 persons filing income-tax re
turns with the Government. All we are 
seeking, and all we desire, is to be placed 
on a uniform basis with the citizens of 
other States so far as Federal taxation 
is concerned. For the life of me, I can
not understand why individuals in com-. 
munity-property States take the position 
they take. Sooner or later, of course, the 
situation will have to be remedied, be
cause it cannot continue indefinitely. 

An individual in the State of the Senator 
from Arizona, for example, who makes 
$20,000 a year, pays an income . tax on 
$10,000., and his wife pays an -income tax 
on $10,000. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
Mr. LUCAS. While the individual in 

Illinois or ·Arkansas who makes $20,000 
a year, and whose wife has no separate 
income, pays a tax on the total $20,000. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct. 
The rate is approximately 20-percent 
greater. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. If there 
is anything fair and equitable about that, 
then I do not understand the meaning 
of equity; and I studied a little of it duro: 
ing my early days in law. I have learned 
more about it since I have been in the 
Senate. There is no equity in the posi
tion taken by those in the community
Pl operty States. Apparently they do not 
want us placed on the same basis. They 
want to continue to enjoy that advantage, 
but they are not willing for us to enjoy 
the same advantage. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The reason is fairly 
clear. Year after year a certain amount 
must be paid in taxes to support the 
Federal Government. There is no ~eny
ing the fact that those in community
property States would have to pay their 
fair share of the taxes, instead of a lesser 
share. 

Mr. LUCAS. Of course. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. They are insisting 

on keeping an advantage which was de;.. 
rived accidentally, I would say, certainly 
not unfairly, from the ancient origi
nators of this principle. That is what it 
amounts to. The strange thing, to me, 
is that 39 States will stand. for it. 

Mr. LUCAS. There was no income-
tax law at that time. . 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; it was not of 
sufficient importance before. Up to this 
point I cannot understand why even the 
chairman of the great Committee on 
Finance is so reluctant to rectify this ob
vious, blatant injustice imposed on 39 
States. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Let us suppose 

that the $20,000 which the Senator from 
Illinois mentioned was in existence at 
the time of the death of the huband, how 
much of that money would the wife in
herit in the State of Arkansas? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
mean, without a will? 

Mr. McFARLAND. Yes. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The husband 

could will away all of it. 
Mr. McFARLAND. Let us suppose 

there is no will. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The wife would 

get one-third, I believe. If there is no 
will she receives a third. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Under the provi
sion which the Senator spoke of, dividing 
it $10,000 to the husband and $10,000 to 
the wife, the wife would not get half of 
the saving would she? She would get 
only a third of it? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Under the -law; 
yes. 

Mr. McFARLAND. Would ther-e be 
anything equitable about that? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That has . no re
lation to the income tax. I do not see 
how in the Senator's mind that has any
thing to do with the amount of taxes 
they pay on their earnings. 

I want to point out one or two other 
things in connection with the gift tax. 
A husband makes a gift of community 
property. to his wife who already possesses 
a vested and undivided half-interest in 
it. It is in effect a gift tax. Of course 
there was a very vague theory about 
ownership that seemed to accrue in the 
beginning, but the Supreme Court in,1926 
ruled that the interest accorded the wife 
under the California property, law as 
then drafted was not a vested right, but 
only an expectancy in the marital prop
erty; and on that ground it denied Cali
fornia married couples the privilege of 
splitting their income and of enjoying 
the savings effected thereby. That was 
not so long ago. If the Senator wants 
the. citation I will give it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In a moment: 
That case was U; S. v. Robbins (259, 315). 
Let me finish this paragraph and I shall 
yield to the Senator. It w-as not until 
California amended its law, effective 
July 2, 1927, that mar.ried taxpayers of 
that State regained these privileges. 

·A second instance in which a State 
community property law failed to meet 
Federal requirements, with resulting for
feiture of tax economies, was presented 
when Federal authorities ruled that the 
Ok1ahoma community-property law of 
1939 was inadequate because·of its provi
sions for voluntary election by married 
persons to come under its terms. Okla
homa enacted a new community property· 
law in '1945,- effective July 26, 1945: The 
new law omits the former provision for 
an election, hut whether it will be ac
ceptable to the Bureau of Internal Reve
nue remains to be seen. 

It seems to me ridiculous that in order 
to overcome the obvious discrimination 
based upon residence in States each State 
must go throug~ all that rigmarole and 
the difficulties that obviously are inher
ent in trying to change their laws. 

I now yield to the Senator from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator has 
partially answered the question by con
tinuing his remarks. I merely wanted to 
point out that so far as the interest of a 
wife in community property in California 
is concerned, it is not an expectancy; it 
is a right which she has at the time the 
community interest is earned. As the 
able Senator from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] 
pointed out, the wife has a right to one
half of the community earnings, and in 
the case of the death of the wife she can 
will to anyone she sees fit her half of the 
community interest. If there is a divorce 
involved, the wife, not as a matter of get
ting a judicial determination, but as a 
matter of right, receives one-half of the 
community property accumulated during 
the married period. 

I merely wish to point out to ·the able 
Senator that the reason for the change 
in the California law which he has men
tioned is not that the State of California 
from historic times did not give a wife the 
right to have one-half the community in
terest, but it grew out of some of the de-
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cisions by the Bureau of Internal Reve
nue which apparently failed to recognize 
something which was recognized in the 
State of California. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. All afternoon one Sen

ator after another has been placing the 
blame on the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
for the enforcement of some regulation 
or rule which has been laid down. That 
is an erroneous conclusion. As I un
derstand, they may have gone a little 
too far in the construction of Supreme 
Court decisions, recently handed down, 
which give the Treasury the apparent 

· right to do what it is doing at the present 
time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think the Sen
ator is referring to partnership cases. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. That 
is the case which the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER] has been diSCUSSing 
this afternoon. Great · emphasis was 
laid upon the fact that the Internal 
Revenue Bureau was taking the wrong 
attitude. It may be it has gone too far 
in attempting to follow the reasoning of 
the Supreme Court. Nevertheless, there 
is some justification for it. · 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will say to the 
Senator that what makes it seem so 
unjust, and what really roils the people 
in my State is the fact that in three 
States, Louisiana, Texas, and OkHthoma, 
a similar operation is going on. In one 
case a lumberman not far from the 
Louisiana border sees his competitor, just 
across the line, enjoying the privilege 
without having to pay gift taxes, but pay
ing taxes substantially less than he has 
to pay. That is what makes him mad 
about the whole business. 

Mr. LUCAS. Of course, the Senator is 
correct. The people have a right to be 
angry. As a result of the Supreme· court 
decisions in the cases which I have men
tioned the time was never so propitious 
as it is now to adopt the kind of amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ar
kansas, because in my opinion, it will do 
away with the majority of the cases 
wherein the Treasury Department is 
seeking to collect taxes from partner
ships involving husband and wife. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Absolutely it will. 
Referring to the loss in income tax, in 
the next year's tax bill, taking into con
sideration the ability and the power to 
split incomes just as it is done in com
munity-property States, all that needs 
to be done is to adjust the rates so that 
they will be on the same basis. If more 
income is needed they can be readjusted. 
From then on the inequity will no longer 
continue. 

I should like to say one more word on 
this subject, and that is with regard to 
the illustrations about inequities given 
by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN]. I cannot see that there is 
any justific&tion for refusing to rectify 
this inequity unless other inequities such 
as double taxation of corporate divi
dends, and the question of whether or 
not there should be a larger exemption 
credit for earned income, which, in
cidentally, is a very important matter, 
are also rectified. I am in favor of some 
reeognition of earned· in·come arid some 
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consideration of small business, but that, 
it seems to me, has absolutely no con
nection with a discrimination in taxation 
based upon residence. 

I know of no other instance in the 
history of this country where the citizens 
of one State have been treated differ
ently than the citizens of another State 
in regard to taxation or criminal law or 
civil law or any other law coming from 
the Federal Government, simply because 
they live ·in one particular. State, as op
posed to another· State. That is · not a 
sound basis for making a distinction. 
Let me .also say that it seems to me to be 
absolutely indefensible to attempt to 
classify this inequity along with all the 
other inequities which have been . men
tioned and to set all of them aside for 
study in the future. 

On February 5, I introduced Senate 
Joint Resolution 57, relating to this 
problem. The senior Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] followed 
that with Senate bill 550, the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. CORDON] followed it 
with Senate bill 626, the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] followed it with 
Senate bill 649, and the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] followed 
it with Senate bill 776. When the mat
ter was first called to their attention, 
the immediate reaction was, "Of course, 
this is a situation which should be rem
edied." 

Mr. President, if it had been given any 
consideration in the committee, I think 
the amendment certainly would have 
been incorporated in the bill. The only 
reason that I can imagine why it was 
not incorporated in the bill is simply 
that the Senators on the other side of 
the aisle feel that having committed 
themselves as a party to this bill in the 
House of Representatives, under the 
leadership of Representative KNUTSON, 
they have to go through with it in more 
or less its original form. I do not think 
the committee seriously has given this 
question consfderation at this time, as a 
practical matter. 

I only wish to say again that I know 
that unless the amendment is adopted 
now, no serious consideration will be 
given to it next year. This same pro
posal Bas been filbustered to death on 
several occasions in the past, and has 
been delayed for 26 years. Unless we 
adopt it now, since we have an oppor
tunity to incorporate it in a general tax
reduction bill, it is my opinion that it 
never will be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN] to the first committee amen¢1-
ment. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. ' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Bricker 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 

· Butler 

Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Don nell 
Downey 

Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Farguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
Gaorge 
Green 

Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hi~kenlooper 
mu 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kern 
Know land 
Langer 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McCarran 

McCarthy Smith 
McClellan Sparkman 
McFarland Stewart 
McMahon Taft 
Malone Taylor 
May bank ·Thomas, Utah 
Millikin Thye 
Moore Umstead 
Morse Vandenberg 
Murray Wagner 
O'Daniel Watkins 
O'Mahoney Wherry 
Pepper White 
Revercomb Wiley 
Robertson, Va. Williams 
Robertson, Wyo. Wilson 
Russell Young 
Saltonstall 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty 
Senators haying answered to their 
names, a quorum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Ar
kansas to the first cctmmittee amend
ment. 

Mr. LANGER. I ask for the yeas ·and 
- nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I wish 

to say just a word before the vote is 
taken. This amendment would add 
·from $800,000,000 to $1,000,000,000 to the 
cost of the bill we have before us, under 
the budgetary facts which were settled 
by the vote of yesterday. The subject 
matter of the amendment will come be
fore the Ways and Means Committee of 
the House and the Senate Finance Com
mittee, and have the most serious and 
friendly consideration. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator speak a little louder? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I was saying that 
the pending amendment would add from 
$800,000,000 to $1,000,000,000 to the cost 
of the bill before us. The subject mat
ter of the amendment will have a top 
position on the agenda of the House 
Ways and Means Committee in connec
tion with a general revision statute. The 
House Ways and Means Committee has 
started its consideration of these mat
ters already. Secretary Snyder has 
testified. 'They will move diligently 
ahead with it. The Senate Finance 
Committee will give attention to it 
at the earliest possible moment. The 
amendment would transform this sim
ple income-tax reduction bill into a 
species of general revision bill, and 
would grant group relief to a very small 
group, relatively speaking, instead of to 
49,000,000 taxpayers, as we intended to 
do by the bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. ·Did the Senator say it 
would cost $1,000,000,000? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. I an! now in
formed that because of the retroactive · 
feature, as it now stands, it would cost 
$1 ,000,000,00. 

Mr. LUCAS. I hope we will finally be 
able to agree on some definite amount as 
to what the amendmeilt would cost. We 
have been told it would cost anywhere 
from $750,000,000 to $1,000,000,000. The 
Treasury Department testified definitely, 
and it is in the record, that it would cost 
$752,000,000. The Senator in the debate 
has been talking about l3, cost of $800,-
000,000, and now we have another piece 
of expert advice from the staff saying it 
is going to /cost $1,000,0:>0,000. If we do 
not vote on the amendment tonight, I 
am sure it will cost us $1,200,000,000 by 
tomorrow. 
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Mr. MILLIKIN. The amendment 
would have a retroactive effect, and that 
adds to the cost, ma~ing it $1,000,000,000. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
shall not delay the vote, but since a brief 
explanation has been made by the chair
man of the Committee on Finance, I 
wish to remind the Senate what the vote 
means. 

By rejecting the amendment, Senators 
from 38 States of the Union would be 
leaving their people and their citizens in 
the same category of discrimination in 
which they have been for the past 25 
years. Now we have a chance to correct 
that. Every time we have tried to do 
anything about it, we have heard that a 
little later, at more opportune season, 
the m~tter would be given attention. 
Now we- have before us a tax-reduction 
bill. Let us use this opportunity. Let 
those of us at least who are not from the 
community-property States, those of us 
whose people are having to pay this extra 
tax, let us at this hour take advantage 
of the opportunity and remove this dis
crimination. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Does not the Senator 

believe that if we pass the pending bill 
reducing taxes generally by $3,400,000,-
000, without this amendment added, we 
will probably never have another oppor
tunity to vote for this simple act of jus
tice, but will always be confronted with 
the argument that this is no time to re
duce the taxes? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, just 
so surely as Senators are misled this eve
ning, just so surely as Senators accept 
the promise that next year the matter 
will be attended to at some time in the 
future, I say that that much longer will 
they be perpetuating a rank injustice 
upon the citizens of 38 States. If the 
relief were not granted next year, the 
injustice would be perpetrated that much 
longer. 

Let me ask Senators, if the Federal 
Government cannot now stand a reduc
tion in taxes of from $800,000,000 to 
$1,000,000,000, what assurance have they · 
that it would be able . to stand it 1 year 
from now? If it cannot stand it now, it 
cannot stand it a year from now, but 
sometime it will have to take the chance. 
This is the time and this is the place. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator Yield for a question? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. l gladly . yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Will the Senator con

firm or correct my understanding about 
the amount involved? Is it true that 
H. R. 1, as passed by the House, would 
have brought about a reduction in rev
enue estimated at $4,900,000,000 a year? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. My understanding 
is that it is $3,800,000,000. 

Mr. HOLLAND. H. R. 1? 
Mr. McCLELLAN. H. R. 1 as passed 

by the ~ouse. Am I correct about that, 
that it IS $3,800,000,000? 

Mr. LUCAS. I believe the Senator 
from Ohio estimated it definitely at 
$4,800,000,000. 

Mr. TAFT. The current bill reduces 
the income, on an annual basis, $3,800,-
000,000; but because of the lag in the 

collections, and so on, which I do not 
quite understand, but which has been 
explained to me. often, the actuanoss in 
receipts in the fiscal year from July 1 
this year to July 1, 1948, will be only 
$3,200,(,00,000. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Ohio speaks about the bill? 

Mr. TAFT. · The bill, without the 
amendment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understand, 
the bill as it passed the House carried 
with it a reduction of $3,800,000,000. The 
bill, as now revised by the Senate Finance 
Committee, carries with it an anticipated 
reduction of $3,200,000,000. Am I cor
rect about that? 

Mr. TAFT. As amended by the Senate 
committee, ·the actual losses in receipts 
during the :Gscal year which is coming 
will be only $3,200,000,000, although I 
think on an annual basis, on a liability 
basis, so to speak, it is $3,800,000,000. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, may I ask 
the experts who are sitting in the Senate 
behind the majority seats what ·H. R: 1 
as originally passed by the House of Rep
resentatives, before it came to the Senate, 
would have cost the Treasury? 

Mr. TAFT. .The experts · are not al
low~d to speak on the :floor of the Senate. 
It would cost about $4,800,000,000 because 
of the retroactive feature of the Honse 
bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. Tbat is the point I 
wanted to make. I thought it was. $4,-
800,000,000, and it did pass the House of 
Representatives, and the House of 
Representatives said the Government 
could stand a reduction of $4;800,000,000 
now, at this particular time. 

Mr. BARKLEY and several other Sena
tors addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida has the floor. To 
whom does· he yield?. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I should like to say a 
~ord on my own time, Mr. President. 

I read very carefully the preliminary 
statement-and it was an able one
made by the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN]. I also read 
very carefully the· report of the commit
tee. My recollection of the figures stated 
both by the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado and the report of the commit
tee is that House bHI 1 would cost the 
Federal Government in revenue the sum 
of $4,900,000,000 a year. 

From the same sources, the speech of 
the distinguished ·Senator from Colorado 
and the report of his committee, the 
pending bill as reported by the commit
tee was said to cost the Government in 
reduced· revenue $3,200,000,000 .a year. 
My point is, Mr. President and Senators, 
that even with the $800,00.0,000 added to 
the bill by the pending amendment, the 
bill as so amended would cost the Federal 
Government only $4,000,000,000 per year, 
as against the $4,900,000,000, in which 
shape the measure came from the House, 
in the original House bill. 

I also want to call to the attention ·of 
the Senate that in addition the Senate 
committee, in its wisdom-and I strongly 
approve of its wisdom-has changed the 
effective date so as to cut off a half year 
of that loss, by making the effective date 
as proposed in the bill now pending July . 

1 of this year, or_ the beginning of the 
fiscal year ·1948, rather than January 1, 
1947. It would .. appear therefore, Mr. 
President, unless I am ~bsolutely misin
formed~and I do not believe I am-that 
by the addition df this measure, so ably 
sponsored here 'by the Senator from 
Arkansas and argued, I thinl{, and prop
erly so, as being designed to do justice 
to the people and the taxpayers in 38 
of the States, that even with the adop
tion of the amendment the cost of the 
bill as so amended would be in the 
neighborhood of $4,000,000,000 per year . 
with the effect of it reduced, to begin at 
July 1 this year, as compared with the 
loss_ projected from the House bill of 
$4,900,000,0PO, w~tb the effective date 
January 1 of this year. 

Mr. TAFT and Mr. BARKLEY ad-
dressed the cha~r. · . · 

Mr. iiOLLAlliJD. Let me cmiclude, 
please. I shall be glad to yield later. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that if 
what the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado wants is talking ground, ground 
to argue and trade, with the otl1er branch 
of Congress, he will certainly have plenty 
of it, even with the adoption of the 
amendment, because even with that 
adoption and with the change in the 
effective date, the Senate bill will mean 
so much less loss of revenue than the 
original House measure that there will 
be ample ground for trading on the two 
measures in the conference committee. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? _ , 

Mr. HOLLAND. ' i will be glad to Yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. In the interest of 

keeping · straight the figures which have 
been mentioned, the Senator was correct 
wi:ien he said that the House bill, as it 
came here, would have cost $4,900,000,000. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. As we have amended 

it, it would cost $3,200,ooo:ooo. ·That is 
at the assumed rate of annual income 
payments of $170,000,000,000 a year. If 
I may make an observation, of course 
we took the House figure of $4,900,000,000 
and cut it down to $3,290,000,000, because 
we thought th~t was sound procedure; 
and, so far as going into conference is 
concerned, I would infinitely prefer going 
in with a $3,200,000,000 figure than with 
a figure of $4,000,000,000 or higher. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I appreciate the can
dor of the distinguished Senator. I have 
appreciated the references to the Bible 
.and the hymn book, quoted from liberally, 
and I think very effectively by the Sena
tor from Arkansas, but it seems to me 
that .· ft is time to quote, too, that good, 
old proverb, that one must be just before 
he is generous, and that, while we are 
making this reduction to the taxpayers, 
which I think is long past due, I think 
we should also be just to the taxpayers 
in 38 States who are not now being justly 
treated, and who for 25 or 26 years have 
not been justly treated, and who do not 
have the simple expedient of a mere 
change of a single- statute in the State 
laws, to accept the benefits under the 
existing Federal law, under which the cit
izens of 10 community property States 
are getting material benefits at the pres
ent time. 

I am able to say this from the experi
ence of the last few weeks, m· the legis-
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lature of my own State, where we have 
had a very determined effort to adopt 
the benefits of ~he community-property 
law. It has been found, so I am in
formed by leading legislators of both 
houses of the legislature,. that there are 
'many other implications not having to do 
at all with taxation, which have slowed 
down and may prevent for a long period 
of time the accomplishment of that pur
pose; such as, for instance, the involve
ment of constitutional provisions, having 
to do with homestead exemptions, or with 
married women's rights as they are fixed 
in the constitutions of various States, 
or having to do with variour other con
stitutional and common-law provisions 
which cannot be changed overnight. 

And so, Mr. President and Senators, 
it seems to me that while we are accom
plishing. this very material tax reduc
tion-and l note with sympathy that the 
committee has named this bill the Indi
vidual Tax Reduction Law of 1947-that 
nothing could be more appropriate than 
that we effect a tax reduction to -those · 
people who have been unjustly taxed, as 
contrasted with the tax payments im
posed upon people like them, just across 
State lines, for 26 years. I strongly hope 
that the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas will, in the inter
est of justice, be adopted. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] to the first committee 
amendment. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. · 

Mr. WAGNER <when his name was 
called). I have a genera] pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED], who 
would vote "nay" if present. I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. O'CoN,OR], who is absent on public 
business, and who, if present, would vote 
as I intend to vote: Therefore, being at 
liberty to vote, I vote "yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. HATCH. I desire to announce 

that my colleague the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is unavoidably de
tained because of illness in his family. If 
present, my colleague would vote "nay.'' 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] is 
necessarily absent an·d is paired with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MYERS]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Maine would vote "nay," and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, if present, would vote 
"yea." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], who is necessarily absent, 
is paired with the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. McKELLAR]. If present and 
voting, the Senator from New Hamp
shire would vote "nay" and the Senator 
from Tennessee would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MARTIN], who is absent by leave of the 
Senate, is paired with the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Penn
sylvania would vote "nay," and the Sena-

. tor from nhode Island, if present, would 
vote "yea." 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. ToBEY], who is absent because of ill
ness in his family, is paired with the Sen
ator from West Vir.ginia [Mr. KILGORE]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New. Hampshire would vote "nay," and 
the Senator from West Virginia, if pres-
ent, would vote "yea." . 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED] 
is necessarily absent and is paired with 
the Senator from Maryland . [Mr. 
O'CoNoRl. If present and voting, . the 
Senator from Kansas would vote "nay," 
and the Senator from Maryland, if pres
ent, would vote "yea." 

Mr. LUCAS. I 3tnnounce the follow
ing pairs on this vote: The Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH], who is ab
sent on public business, is paired with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MAR
TIN]. If present, the Senator from Rhode 
Island would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania would vote "nay.'' 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MYERS], who is absent on public business, 
is paired with the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. BREWSTER]. If present, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania would vote "yea," and 
the Senator from Maine would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR]·. who is necessarily absent, is 
paired with the Senator from New Haipp
shire [Mr. BRIDGES]. If present, the Sen
ator from Tennessee would vote "yea," 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
would vote "nay.'' 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE], who is absent on public busi
ness, is paired with the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ToBEY]. If present, the 
Senator from West Virginia would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from New Hamp
shire would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYD
INGS], who is necessarily absent, is paired 
with the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OvERTON], who is absent by leave of the 
Senate. If present, the Senator from 
Maryland would vote "yea," and the Sen
ator from Louisiana would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] and the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. THoMAS}, both of-who~ are 
unavoidably detained, would vote 'nay" 
if present. 

The result was announced-yeas 29, 
nays 51, as follows: 

Brooks 
Eastland 
Fulbright 
Green 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Langer 

Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Bricker 
Buck 
Bushfteld 
Butler 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 

YEAS-29 
Lodge 
Lucas 
McClellan 
McMahon 
May bank 
Morse 
Murray 
O'Daniel 
Pepper 
Revercomb 

NAY8-51 
Dworshak 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
George 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Ives 
J enner 
Kern 
Knowland 
McCarran 
McCarthy 

Robertson, Va. 
Russell 
Sparkman 
Stewart 
Umstead 
Wagner 
Wherry 
William·s 
Wilson 

McFarland 
Malone 
Millikin 
Moore 
O'Mahoney 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Sal tons tall 
Smith 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Utah 
Thye 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
White 
WHey 
Young 

NOT VOTING-15 
Brewster McKellar Overton 
Bridges Magnuson Reed 
Chavez Martin Thomas, Okla. 
Kilgore Myers Tobey 
McGrath O'Conor Tydings 

So Mr. MCCLELLAN'S amendment to 
the committee amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, may we 
have action on the original committee 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the ·first commit
tee amendment, beginning on page 1, 
and continuing to the bottom of page 6. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
have another amendment at the desk
which I call up and ask to have stated. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Does the amendment 
apply to the committee amendment? 

Mr. McCLELI,AN. The amendment I 
want to cali up now is the one which 
requires the Internal Revenue Bureau 
to· recognize equal partnership. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Is the Senator pro
posing to attach that amendment to the 
first committee amendment? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I understood that 
all the committee amendments had been 
approved. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No; there 
is one committee amendment which has 
not yet been acted upon. 

The question now is on agreeing to the 
first committee amendment beginning 
on page 1, and continuing to the bottom 
of page ·6. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 

now offer the amendment which is at 
the desk, and which I ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of the 
bill it is proposed to add the following 
new section: 

SEc. 7. Family partnerships, partners not 
contributing to partnership funds. 

Section 3797 (a) (2) of the Internal Reve
nue Code, as amended, is amended by adding 
at the end thereof a new sentehce as fol
lows: "The fact that he is related to another 
member, or that his interest in •SUch syndi
cate, group, pool , joint venture, or organiza
tion may have been obtained through gift 
or loan from another member, or without the 
contribution by himself of any money or 
other property, shall not affect a member's 
status as a partner: Provided, That the 
amendment made by this section shall be 
applicable w}th respect to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 1938." 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. WHITE. Does the Senator desire 

to proceed with the amendment tonight? 
I think it is perfectly certain that the 
bill cannot be disposed of this evening, 
and it was my purpose to move a recess. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It is not my pur
pose to proceed any further with the 
amendment today. I simply wanted to 
have the amendment pending. 
BAD BUSINESS AND BAD POLITIC8-EDI

TORIAL FROM THE MEDFORD (OREG.) 
MAIL-TRIBUNE 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
body of the RECORD an editorial entitled 
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"Bad Business and Bad · Politics," pub
lished in the Medford (Oreg.) Mail-Trib- . 
une. I wish to associate myself with 
the contents of the editorial. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BAD BUSINESS AND BAD POLITICS 
Would any sane businessman, head over 

heels in debt, voluntarily reduce his income? 
Hardly. 
He would keep his income as high as be 

could so he could get out of debt as rapidly 
as possible. 

But that is not the program of the Re
publican majority in Congress. 

Because around 1 or 2 percent of the voters 
of the country have to pay income taxes and 
of course would like to have them reduced, 
the GOP proposes to cut income taxes from 
10 to 30 percent. That is they would ma
terially and deliberately reduce the national 
income, when the country is still deeply in 
debt. 

When anyone asks why not wait until the 
national budget is balanced, and the exact 
income needed to reduce the national debt 
has been established, the reply is in sub
stance: 

"We can't wait. In 12 months a Presi
dential campaign will be on." 

The truth of the la:tter statement can't be 
denied. · 

But are the GOP strategists-and Senator 
TAFT-quite sure this action will make more 
votes than it will lose? · 

How about the millions of voters who don't 
pay income taxes at all, and bow about the 
millions of voters who are good businessmen 
first and good party men thereafter, believjng 
the National Government should follow 
sound business principles as well as indi
viduals? 

We suspect that on this particular issue 
the GOP majority is not only wrong on the 
basis of sound business principles but wrong 
on the basis of mere political expediency. 

• R.W. R. 

MEETING OF COMMITTEE ON RULES AND 
ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules and Administration be per
mitted to meet at 2 o'clock tomorrow 
afternoon while the Senate Is in session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
"MERGER DOUBLE TALK";-LETTER FROM 

REAR ADM. ELLIS -M. ZACHARIAS 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Wyoming. Mr. 
President, recently in the Washington 
Post there was published an editorial en
titled ''Merger Double Talk" de.aling with 
the proposed merger of the armed serv
ices. A very excellent reply has been 
made to that editorial by Rear Adm. Ellis 
M. Zacharias. I ask unanimous consent 
to have Admiral Zacharias' communica
tion printed in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
munication was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

"MERGER DOUBLE TALK" 
It is not often that I have to disagree with 

an editorial of the Post. As a matter of fact, 
during the war the Post developed a far
sighted and lucid editorial policy to such an 
extent that during the closing phases of the 
Pacific war it made a great contribution to 
the psychological warfare campaign against 
the Japanese high command, which I was 
privileged to carry on at that time. 

But now the Post, in its 1$sUe of Tuesday, 
May 20, indUlges in criticism which borders 

on petulance. It refers to the merger bill 
recently introduced by Senator RoBERTSON 
as "merger double talk" and indulges in wise
cracking phrases which are certain to mislead 
the public. I know that this is not the in
tention of the Post. But with limited op
portunity for intensive study of the sub
ject, the public's conclusions could well be 
affected. Furthermore, I cannot find a single 
argument in the editorial which supports 
Senate bill S. 758, which has been under con
sideration for so long. 

Those who have had t he courage to oppose 
the bill (S. 758) for unification of the armed 
forces-a bill reportedly a compromise to 
meet directives from above--have opposed 
it because they see in it a positi\te and serious 
threat to our future national security. If 
that threat exists, then all considerations of 
personal desire must be definitely put aside. 

My only feeling about the merger, and this 
feeling has been strengthened by recent con
tact with the public in various parts of the 
country through lectures and discussion, is 
that we must have the right answer. I know 
that we cannot·get the right answer by jump
ing precipitously into some n.ew and untried 
set-up when we have just won the greatest 
war in all history with the military organiza
tion known as the Joint Chiefs of Staff. I do 
not like the manner in which the ·merger 
proposal was. suddenly thrown into the open 
without any previous consultation with. the 
Navy. · I must say that the Navy was caught 
completely by surprise by a completed study -
which seems to have been under considera
tion by the Air Force and the Army for a 
period of 3 years. T}?.at_is not my idea of 
cooperative procedure and unfortunately it 
makes me wonder what is behind it. 

I am sure that the public has not the 
slightest idea of the factors invoJ.ved in the 
present bill (S. 758) and that is why I pro
pose to bring out those factors which affect 
them directly as individuals and citizens of 
this great country. 

There is urgent need for the unification 
of our foreign_ policy, military policy, and 
economic policy, but we must decide whether 
in time of war the country will be run by 
civilians or by the military. There is no com
promise on this. History shows the great 
danger of civilian control being eliminated, 
as military dominance grows. That, how
ever, is what will obtain under the present 
bill in which the proposed Secretary of Na
tional Defe.nse will be representing the mili
tary instead of being a personal representa
tive of the President. 

As a deputy of the President he could 
make decisions in the name of the Presi
dent in matters of disagreement and there
by maintain the democratic principles on 
which this country was founded. The lat
ter procedure could not interfere with 
decisions on military strategy which would 
still be made by the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and approved by National Security Council. 

The proposed bill does not provide par
ticipation of the Atomic Energy Commission 
or important committees of Congress which 
are charged with making provisions to im
plement the decisions of the National Se
curity Council. But it does provide for a 
duplicate and unnecessary War Council, an 
organization requiring a separate staff for 
members who sit on all boards. 

The proposed bill allows the military to 
dominate the National Security Resources 
Board which has the vital function of coor
dinating military and civilian production 
needs. This could be extremely dangerous. 

The bill also provides a joint staff under 
the joint chiefs, which becomes in fact a 
national general staff capable of incorporat
ing all the evils of the German system. They 
will plan, direct, coordinate, ·and supervise. 
The members are to have unlimited tours 
of duty in this group. Although the group 
is limited to 100 officers, it is to be noted 

that tormer legislation provided for only 44 
officers on the General Staff of the Army; but 
in reality it increased to about 5,000. This 
is what happened to control in Germany. 

Now, coming to specific vital functions 
which could be curtailed under this bill , the 
Marine Corps and naval aviation are the two 
most vitally affected. The Marine Corps' am
phibious operations are vital to quick seiz
ure of distant bases necessary for the Navy 
to carry out its function of control of the 
sea. The Marine Corps, in spite of opposi
tion, developed this splendid technique, one 
of the greatest factors in winning the war . 
This technique was fully employed and made 
possible the Normandy landings. Yet , under 
the present. bill the Marine Corps could be 
abolished by an unfavorably disposed Secre
tary of Defense through the simple method 
of curtailing the budget. 

In the same manner naval aviation could 
be effectively curtailed. When we recall that 
it was the Navy (over the opposition of Army 
high-level bomber advocates) which devel
oped the dive bombers and torpedo planes 
without which we would have lost the Battle 
of Midway and would have been fighting yet, 
we must realize t hat naval aviation is an 
integral part of sea power whiqh must not 
be curtailed or hampered. The experience 
of England with 20· years of curtailed naval 
aviation should be a sufficient example . I 
can say categorically that bad England's 
naval aviation been at a stage comparable 
to- ours at the beginning of World War II, 
she could have prevented the Scandinavian 
operations of the Germans and the whole 
course of the war in Europe would have been 
changed. 

In trying to arrive at the right answer to 
the question now confronting us, I like to 
co.nsider the lessons of history. History 
shows that every nation which bas bad a 
merger of its armed forces has gone down to 
defeat. This includes the Romans, Napo
leon, the German Kaiser, and finally Hitler. 
The reason is that wit)J. a merger they in
variably begin to think in terms of only one 
of their branches and usually the ground 
forces because qf the sheer · weight of num
bers. When they do this they lose all the 
strategical concepts of sea power. 

This is what made it impossible for Hitler 
to invade England. To anyone who might 
be interested in this· phase of the proposed 
merger I recommend that he read the full 
text of a treatise by Fletcher Pratt, a na
tionally known military scientist, called The 
Case Against Unification, and published in 
the December 1945 issue of the magazine 
Sea Power. 

In my own field of specialized. experience-
intelligence--the bill falls far short in fail
ing to provide specifically for a well inte
grated and efficient organization. It pro
vides simply for the transfer of the functions 
of the present Central Intelligence Group to 
the new Central Intelligence Agency. As 
presently constituted the organization can
not possibly meet the needs of the Nation 
which bas been suddenly thrust into the 
position of leadership in world affairs. 

Therefore, it is quite probable that Senator 
RoBERTSON was motivated by considerations 
contained herein and that a little further 
inspection will reveal that lt was not merger 
double talk. 

ELLIS M. ZACHARIAS, 
Rear Admiral, United States Navy 

(Retired). 
WASHINGTON. 

RECESS 

Mr. WHITE. I move that the Senate 
stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
o'clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes
day,_May 28, 1947, at 12 o'clock' meridian. 
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HOUSE OF 'REPRESENTATIVES 
TUESDAY, MAY 27, 1947 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, the Shepherd of our souls, we 
wait at Thy altar, not in the· spirit of 
self -approval, but in humble confession, 
asking Thy guidance in all our ways. 
Cleanse our lives to receive Thee, and 
fill our minds with noble thoughts, 
graven with the imprint - of patient 
power. 

We praise Thee for the heritage of 
freedom, for the home, the school, the 
church, and for the open door to man
hood and womanhood. Enjoin each of 
us that they who do their share of labor 
Thou wilt help to stand fast, to be strong, 
and to make our labors fruitful in serv
ice for our country. Dismiss froni us 
mere prudence and calculation and give 
us courage to accept willingly difficulties 
to the full measure of our strength. If 
any have grown weary of the burden and 
heat of the day, lead them to the waters 
of life, and Thou wilt wipe all tears from 
their eyes. To this end, we pray Thy rich 
blessings of comfort and rest and peace 
upon our President as he waits in hourly 
vigil by the side af his devoted mother. 
Fill the aching hearts of the family cir
cle, and be unto t\ll a blessed ministry of 
Christian consolation. . 

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were com
municated to the House by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, who also informed 
the House that on May 26, 1947, the 
President approved and signed a bill of 
the House of the following title: 

Qn May 26, 1947: . 
H. R. 3245. An act making appropriations 

to supply deficiencies in certain appropria
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, 
and for other purposes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Laite, its enrolling clerk, announced that 
the Senate had passed a joint resolution 
of the following title, in which the con
r.urrence of. the House is requested: 

S. J. Res. 107. Joint resolution limiting the 
application o! provisions of Federal law to 
counsel employed under Senate Resolution 46. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had adopted the following reso
lution <S. Res. 117) : 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow the announcement of the 
death of Hon. FRED BRADLEY, late a Repre
sentative from the State of Michigan. 

Resolved, That a comn11ttee of two Sena
tors be appointed by th.e President pro tem
pore of the Senate to · join the committee 
appointed on the part of the House of Rep
resentatives to attend the funeral of the 
deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate 
these resolutions to the House of Representa
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the fam
Uy of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of re
spect to the memory of the deceased the 
Senate do now take a recess until 11 o'clock 

, a.m. tomorrow. 

The message also announced that, pur
suant to the above resolution, the Presi
dent pro tempore appointed the senior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN
BERG] and the junior Senator from Mich
igan [Mr. FERGUSON] members of the 
committee on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate disagrees to the amendments of 
the House to the bill <S. 814) entitled 
"An act to provide support for wool, and 
for other purposes," requests a confer
ence with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
appoints Mr. AIKEN, Mr. BUSHFIELD, Mr. 
YOUNG, Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, and 
Mr. ELLENDER to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. DIRKSEN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include excerpts. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentfeman from Cali
fornia? 

Thel'e was no objection 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, William 

.doward Taft, while President of the 
United States, referred to San Francisco 
as the "city that knows how, a city known 
and loved around the world." 

San Francisco has built two of the 
largest bridges in the world. The world
renowned redwood forests are at our very 
door. The redwood trees are the oldest 
and largest living things in the world. 
They were full grown trees when Moses 
was a baby in the bulrushes and when 
our Saviour carried His cross up Calvary 
Hill. 

Few people realize, however, that San 
Francisco, the city of seven hiils, is one 
great flower garden, as evidenced by the 
beautiful flowers sent by the San Fran
cisco Chamber of Commerce to the 
Speaker, the Members of the House of 
Representatives, and the United States 
Senators. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. BREHM asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD on the subject United States 
Loans Fail To Ease Fears of Greek 
People. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE asked and was 
given permission to extend her remarks 
in the RECORD and include an address 
delivered by the Honorable JoHN DAVIS 
LoDGE in Middletown, N.Y., on May 24. 

Mr. MEYER asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. TWYMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend Ws remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter from Rev. 
PaulS. ~ewey. 

RULES OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPJi'.AKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min
nesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAcKINNON. Mr. Speaker, I feel 

it is time that the House of Representa
tives declare its independence from the 
threats of intimidation that have been 
so frequently indulged in on the floor 
of the House in recent months by self
appointed spokesmen who purport to 
speak for the President. These Members 
have attempted repeatedly to bring in 
and make the President's opinion and 
his veto power a factor for consideration 
in practically every piece of major leg
islation that has been before the House 
this session. I do not consider the ac
tion that the President might take with 
respect to pending- measures to be ger
mane to the debate and discussion on 
the floor of the House. We are an in
dependent body, not a rubber stamp for 
either the Senate or the President, and 
I submit that our rules should protect 
the independence of the House from 
Presidential intimidation the same as we 
provide protection from interference by 
the Senate. 

I am accordingly introducing a reso- _ 
lution to amend the permanent rules of 
the House as follows: 

Rule XIV (9): It shall be a breach of or
der in debate on any pending bill or resolu
tion to make any reference to the opinion 
of the President of the United States on 
the same general subject, or to the nature 
of any future action that the President may 
take with respect to such bill or resolution, 
unless such opinion or reference to future 
action was contained in an official communi
cation or message from the President to the 
Hous~. 

The adoption of this rule will insure 
that measures will be debated on their 
merits. It will go a long way toward 
restoring to Congress that independence 
of action which was intended when our 
form of government was established. 

The President does have a legitimate 
role in legislation. The proposed rule 
makes adequate provision for the func
tion properly assigned to the President. 
but it will stop gossip, rumor, and ill
founded speculation as to the action of 
the President from being a factor in the 
passage of legislation. I consider the en
actment of this rule to be long overdue. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous r.onsent to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD and include an article from 
the Detroit Sunday Times of May 25, 
Confusion and Insincerity Peril United 
States, Says Kennedy. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is a mighty 
fine article, and it would be well for the 
Members of the House to read it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REED of New York asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include certain tables 
prepared by the Department of Agricul
ture on the subject of feed shortage in 
dairy districts. 
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Mrs. LUSK asked and was given per
mission to extend her remarks in the · 
RECORD and include an article by the 
president of the State Welfare Board of 
New Mexico on Navaho administration. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD with reference to 
the history of terminal-leave legislation. 

Mr. FORAND asked and wa's given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. - -

Mr. GRANT of Alabama (at the re
quest of Mr. RAINS) was given permis
sion to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. COLE of Kansas asked and was 
granted permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include an 
editorial from the Chicago Journal of 
Commerce. 
EXTENSION OF RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi? · . 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, for 15 

years I have struggled for the eiectrifica
tion of the farm homes of America. 

This is one program that will pay for 
itself many, many times. It will not only 
return the money with interest, but it 
also increases, if not doubles, the value 
of every farm home it touches. 

I am opposed to cutting down, I am 
opposed to even permitting the Bureau 
of the Budget to cut down, the amount of 
money we shall provide to extend this 
great service to every farm hom~ ln 
America. 

I want to see an electric light in every 
farmhouse that the tax gatherer can 
find or that we can reach with the draft. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. RICH. You are all right in your 

proposal to give electricity to all farmers, 
but unless you·change the Rural Electri
fication Administration's idea about go
ing out and building power plants and 
competing with private enterprise and 
putting everybody else out of business, 
then you are on the wrong track. I have 
been for you and I want to see you get 
this electricity to the farmers, but you 
cannot do it if you are going to build all 
these power plants. 

Mr. RANKIN. As I have pointed out 
before, the power business is a public 
business, and should not be monopolized 
by private interests. 

If we had waited for the private power 
companies to prvvide rural electrifica
tion, the farmers would still be in the 
dark all over this country. 

The farmers have a right to build their 
own generating plants as ·well as their 
own lines and I for one will defend that 
right to the last breath, if necessary. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

·MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES-REORGANIZA
TION PLAN NO.3 (H. DOC. NO. 270) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was read 
by the Clerk and, together with accom
panying papers, referred to the Commit
tee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments and ordered printed: 

To the Congress ot the United States: 
I am transmitting herewith Reorgan

ization Plan No. 3 of 1947, prepared in 
accordance witl:: the Reorganization Act 
of 1945. This plan deals solely with 

·housing. It simplifies, and increases 
the efficiency of, the administrative or
ganization of permanent housing func
tions and provides for the administra
tion of certain emergency housing activ
ities pending their liquidation. I have 
found, after investigation, that each re
organization contained in this plan is 
necessary to accomplish one or more of 
the purposes set forth in section 2 (a) of 
the Reorganization Act of 1945. 

The provision of adequate housing 
·will remain a major national objective 
throughout the next decade. The pri
mary responsibility for meeting housing 
needs rests, and must continue to. rest, 
with privat~. industry, as I have stated 
on other occasions .. The Federal Gov
ernment, however, has an important role 
to play in stimulating and facilitating 
home construction. · 

Over the years, the Congress has pro
vided for a number of permanent hous
ing programs, each involving a special 

. approach to the· basic objective of more 
adequate housing for our citizens. The 
Congre::;;s first enacted a series of meas
ures to Jacilitate home construction and 
home ownership by strengthening the 
savings and loan type of home financ
ing institution. These measures estab
lished a credit reserve system for such 
agencies, authorized the chartering of 
Federal savings a11d loan associations to 
provide more adequate home financing 
facilities, and provided for the insurance 
of investments in savings and loan in
stitutions in order to attract savings into 
this field. The Congress also created a 
system for the insurance of home loans 
and mortgages to stimulate the flow of 
capital into home mortgage lending and 
thereby facilitate home ownership and 
improvement and increase home· con
struction. These measures were sup
plemented b~ legislation extending 
financial assistance to local communi
ties for the clearance of slums and the 
provision of decent housing for families 
of low income who otherwise would be 
forced to live in the slums. It is sig
nificant that ·these programs were first 
established, and have been continued, 
by the Congress because of their special 
contributions to home construction and 
improvement. 

In my message of January 6 on the 
state of the Union, I recommended legis
lation establishing certain additional 
programs to help to alleviate the housing 
shortage and achieve our national objec
tive of a decent home and a suitable liv
ing environment for every American 

family. No lesser objective is commen
surate with the productive capacity and 
resources of the country or with the dig
nity which a true democracy accords the 
individual citizen. The Congress is now 
considering measures authorizing these 
programs. I again recommend the early 
enactment of this legislation. 

But whatever may be the permanent 
housing functions of the Government, 
whether they be confined to the existing 
programs or supplemented as the Con
gress may determine, they are inevitably 
interrelated. They require coordination 
and supervision so that each will render 
its full contribution without conflict with 
the performance of other housing func
tions. 

The Government, however, lacks an 
effective perm~nent organization to co
ordinate and supervise the administra
tion of its principal housing programs. 
These programs and the machinery for 
their administration were established 
piecemeal over a period of years. The 
present consolidation of housing agen
cies and functions in. the National Hous..: 
ing Agency is only temporary. After the 
termination of title I of the First War 
.Powers Act this Agency will dissolve and 
the agencies and functions now admin
istered in: it will revert to their former 
lo.cations in the Government. When 
this occurs, the housing programs of the 
Government wili be · scattered among 
some 13 agencies in 7 departments and 
independent establishments. 

I need ha:t:dly point out that such a 
scattering of these interrelated func
tions would not . only be inefficient and 
wasteful, but also would seriously impair 
their usefulness. It would leave the 
Government without effective machinery 
for the coordination and supervision of 
its housing activities and would thrust 
upon the Chief Executive an impossible 
burden of administrative supervision. 

The grouping of housing functions in 
one establishment is essential to assure 
that the housing policies established by 
the Congress will be carried out with 
consistency of purpose and a minimum 
of friction, duplication, and overlapping. 
A single establishment will unquestion
ably make for greater efficiency and 
economy. Moreover, it will simplify the 
task of the Congress and the Chief Exec
utive by enabling them to deal with one 
official and hold one person responsible 
for the general supervision of housing 
functions, whereas otherwise they will 
be forced to deal with a number of unco
ordinated officers and agencies. 

It is vital that a sound permanent or
ganization of housing activities be estab
lished at the earliest possible date in or
der to insure that housing functions will 
not be scatt~red among numerc us agen
cies, with consequent confusion and dis
ruption. To avoid this danger and to 
accomplish the needed changes prompt
ly, it is desirable to employ a reorganiza
tion plan under the Reorganization Act 
of 1945. No other area of Federal activ
ity a:ffords greate-r oppQrtunity than 
housing for accomplishing the objectives 
of the Reorganization Act to group, con
solidate, and coordinate functions, re
~uce the number of agencies, and pro-
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mote efficiency and economy; and in no 
other area could .. the application of the 
Reorganization Act be more appropriate 
and necessary. 

In brief, this reorganization plan 
groups nearly all of the permanent hous
ing agencies and functions of the Gov
ernment, and the remaining emergency 
housing activities, in a housing and home 
finance agency with the following con
stituent operating agencies: (a) A Home 
Loan Bank Board to administer the Fed
eral Savings and Loan Insurance Corpo
ration, the Home Owners' Loan Corpo
ration, and the functions of · the Federal 
Home Loan Bank Board and its mem
bers; (b) a Federal Housing Adminis
tration with the same functions as now 
provided by law for that agency; and 
(c) a Public Housing Administration to 
take over the functions of the United 
States Housing Authority and certain re
maining emergency housing activities 
pending the completion of their liquida
tion. Each constituent agency will pos
sess its individual identity and be respon
sible fo,. the operation of its program. 

By reason of the reorganizations made' 
by the plan, I have found it necessary to 
include therein provisions for the ap-· 
pointment of (1) an Administrator to 
head the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, (2) the three members of the 
Home Loan Bank Board, and <3) two 
Commissioners to head the Federal 
Housing Administration and the Public 
Housing Administration, respectively. 
Each of these officers is to be appointed 
by the President by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. 

The plan places in the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator the func
tions heretofore vested in the Federal 
Loan Administrator and the Federal 
Works Administrator with respect to the 
housing agencies and functions formerly 
administered within the Federal Loan 
and Federal Works Agencies, together 
with supervision and direction of certain 
emergency housing activities for the re
mainder of their existence. 

Under the plan, the Home Loan Bank 
Board and the Federal Housing- Admin
istration will have the same status in, 
and relation to, the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency and the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator as the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank Board, and its 
related agencies, and the Federal Hous
ing Administration formerly had to the 
Federal Loan Agency and the Federal 
Loan Administrator. Similarly, the 
Public Housing Administration will have 
the same status in, and relation to, the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency and 
the Administrator as the United States 
Housing Authority formerly had to the 
·Federal Works Agency and the Federal 
Works Administrator. 

Since there are a few housing activi
ties which it is not feasible to place with
in the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency because they form integral parts 
of other broad programs or because of 
specific limitations in the Reorganization 
Act of 1945, the plan also creates aNa
tional HotJ..Sing Council on which the 
Housing and Home Finance Agency and 
its constituent agencies, and the other 

departments an.d agencies having im
portant housing functions, are repre
sented. In this way the plan provides 
machinery for promoting the most ef
fective use of all the housing functions 
of the Government, for obtaining con
sistency between these functions and the 
general economic and fiscal policies of 
the Government, and for avoiding dupli
cation and overlapping of activities. 

To avoid a hiatus in the administration 
of housing functions pending the con
firmation by the Senate of the new offi
cers provided for by the plan, it permits 
the designation by the President of ap
propriate existing housing officials to 
perform temporarily the functions of 
these officers. This period should be 
brief, as I shall promptly submit nomi
nations for the permanent officers. 

Under the limitations contained in 
the Reorganization Act of 1945, the com
pensation of the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator and the other 
officers provided for by the plan, cannot 
be fixed at a rate in excess of $10,000 per 

. annum. Both the temporary National 
Housing Administrator provided for by 
Executive Order No. 9070 and the Fed
eral Housing Administrator have re
ceived salaries of $12,000 a year. I do 
not consider the salary of $10,000 pro
vided in the plan as compensation com
mensurate with the responsibilities of 

. the Administrator, the members of the 
Home Loan Bank Board, and the Com
missioners of the other constituent 
agencies, or consistent with a salary 
scale which must be paid if the Govern
ment is to attract and retain public 
servants of the requisite caliber. Ac
cordingly, I recommend that the Con
gress act to increase the salary of the 
Housing and Home Finance Adminis
trator to $15,000 per annum, and to in
crease the salaries of the members of 
the Home Loan Bank Board and the" 
two Commissioners provided for by this · 
plan to $12,000 per annum. 

The essential and important difference 
between the organization established by 
the plan and the prewar arrangement, 
to which housing agencies and functions 
would otherwise automatically revert on 
the termination of title I of the First War 
Powers Act, is that under the old ar
rangement these agencies and functions 
were scattered among many different 
establishments primarily dealing with 
matters other than housing, whereas 
under the plan the major permanent 
housing programs are placed in a single 
establishment concerned exclusively 
with housing. Thus, the plan effec
tuates the basic objective enunciated by 
the Congress in the Reorganization Act 
of 1945 of grouping agencies and func
tions by major purpose, and provides the 
necessary framework for a more effee
tive administration of Federal housing 
activities in the postwar period. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN. 
THE V 7HITE HOUSE, May 27, 1947. 

INTER-AMERICAN MILITAR'! COOPERA
TION-MESSAGE FROM 'THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 
271) 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the · following further message from the 

President of the United States, which 
was read and, together with the accom
panying papers, referred to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to 
be printed: 

To the Congress ot the United States: 
I submit. herewith for the considera

tion of the Congress a bill to be entitled 
"The Inter-American Military Coopera
tion Act," authorizing a program of mili
tary collaboration with other American 
states, including the training, organiza
tion, and equipment of the armed forces 
of those countries. 

I submitted a similar bill to the Sev
enty-ninth Congress and recommended 
at that time that the Congress give the 
bill favorable consideration and enact it. 
The Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Represeatatives reported the 
bill with amendments to the Committee 
of the Whole House as H. R. 6326. This 
present draft agrees with H. R. 6326. 
World developments during the year that 
has passed give still greater importance 
to this legislation, and I again ask the 
Congress to give this bill favorable con
sideration and enact it. 

As stated in my message to the Sev
enty-ninth Congress, our Army and Navy 
have maintained corqial relations of col
laboration with the armed forces of other 
American Republics within the frame
work of the good-neighbor policy. Un
der authorization of the Congress, mili
tary and naval training missions. have 
been sent to various American Republics. 
During the recent war, even prior to 
Pearl Harbor, this collaboration was in
tensively developed on the basis of inter
American undertakings for hemisphere 
defense. Training activities were ex
panded, and under the Lend-Lease Act 
limited amounts of military and naval 
equipment were made available to the 
other American Republics as part of the 
hemisphere-defense program. ·Forces 
from two of the American Republics par
ticipated in combat overseas, and others 
joined in the defense of the shores and 
seas of the Americas at a time when the 
danger of invasion of our continents was 
all too great. 

The American Republics have assumed 
new responsibilities, for their mutual de
fense and for the maintenance of peace, 
in the Act of Chapultepec and the Char
ter of the United Nations. The close 
collaboration of the American Republics 
provided for in the Act of Chapultepec; 
the proposed treaty to be based upon that 
act, and other basic inter-American doc
uments, make it highly desirable to 
itandardize military organization, train
ing methods, and equipment as has been 
recommended by the Inter-American De-
fense Board. · 

I can find no better way to describe 
the intent and purpose of this bill than 
to repeat my message to the Congress 
of May 6, 1946. 

Under the bill transmitted herewith, 
the Army and Navy, acting in conjunc
tion with the Department of State, would 
be permitted to continue in the future 
a general program of collaboration with 
the armed forces of our sister rep~blics 
with a view to facilitating the adoption 
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of similar technical stanaards. Cer
tain additional training activities, not 
covered by existing legislation, would 
be permitted. The President would also 
be authorized to transfer military and 

_ naval equipment to the governments of 
other American· states by sale or other 
method. 

The collaboration authorized by . the 
bill could be extended also to Canada, 
whose cooperation with the United States 
in matters affect-ing their common de
fense is of particular importance. 

A special responsibility for leadership 
rests upon the United States in this mat
ter because of the preponderant tech
nical, economic, and military resources 
of this country. There is a reasonable 
and limited purpose for which arms and 
military equipment can rightfully be 
made available to the other American 
states. This Government will not, I am 
sure, in any way approve of, nor wm it 
participate in, the indiscriminate or un
restricted distribution of armaments, . 
which would only contribute to a useless 
and burdensome armaments race. It 
does not desire , that operations under 
this bill shall raise unnecessarily the 
quantitative level of .armament in the 
American Republics. To · this end the 
bill specifies that amounts of nonstand
ard material shall be sought in exchange 
for United State:; equipment. 

It is my intention tha~ any operations 
under this bill, which the Congress may 
authorize, shall be in every way consist
ent with the wording and spirit of the 
United Nations Charter. The bill has 
been drawn up primarily to enable the 
American nations t carry out their obli
gations to cooperate in the maintenance 
of inter-American peace and ·security 
under the Charter and the Act of Chapul
tepec which is intended to be supplanted 
by a permanent inter-American treaty. 

It is incumbent upon this Government 
to see that military developments in 
which we have a part are guided toward 
the maintenance of peace and security 
and that military and naval establish
ments are not encouraged beyond what 
security consideratioJ1s require. In this 
connection the bill provides that opera
tions thereunder are subject to any inter
national agreement for the regulation of 
armaments to which' the United States 
may become a party. In addition, provi
sion will be made for continuing coordi
nation of the actual operations under the 
legislation with developing plans and 
policy in the field of armaments regula
tion. 

In executing this program it will be 
borne in mind, moreover, that it is the 
policy of this Government to encourage 
the establishment of sound' economic 
conditions in the other American Re
publics which will contribute to the im
provement of living standai·ds and the 
advancement of social and cultural wel
fare. Such conditions are a prerequisite 
to international peace and security. 
Operations under the proposed legisla
tion will be conducted with full and con
stant awareness that no encouragement 
should be given to the imposition upon 
other people of any useless burden of 
armaments which would handicap the 
economic improvement which all coun-

tries so strongly desire. The execution 
of the program authorized by the bill will 
also be guided by a determination to 
guard against placing weapons of war in 
Ute hands of any groups who may use 
them to oppose the peaceful and demo
cratic principles to which the United 
States and other American nations have 
so often subscribed. 

In entering into agreements with other 
American states for the provision of 
training and equipment as authorized by 
the bill, the purposes of this program will 
be made clear to each of the other gov
ernments. 

HARRY S. TRUMAN. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 23, 1947. 
[Enclosure: Draft of bill.J 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. CANFIELD asked. and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter and other 
data. 

FOOD SHOULD NOT BE WASTED 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, on May 22, I intrtduced a bill 
H. R. 3585. The purpose of the bill is to 
prevent further destruction of human 
food. In the first place such waste and 
destruction is absolutely wrong from 
every conceivable angle. In the second 
place nothing can do more or make any 
greater contribution to a public disap
proval of the whole support program. 
The support program is agriculture's bill 
-of rights. This bill of rights should not 
be jeopardized by the antics of people 
that should know better than do things 
that will kill the program. 

The bill is as follows: 
Be it enaqted, P.tc., That after the enact

ment of this act the Department of Agricul
ture or any officer., employee, or agent there
of shall not destroy or authorize the de
struction of any food or fiber which 1s fit 
for human consumption or human use and 
which 1s now owned or hereafter acquired 
by the Department of Agriculture or COm
modity Credit Corporation. 

SEc. 2. In the case of any food or fiber 
fit for human consumption or use which is 
now owned or hereafter acquired by the De
partment of Agriculture or Commodity 
Credit Corporation and which cannot be dis
posed of pursuant to any other law, the 
Secretary of Agriculture 1s authorized to 
donate such food to charitable and public
welfare institutions, needy individuals, and 
to State, county, and municipal welfare 
agencies. 

It is hoped that this bill will have 
early consideration and unanimous ap
proval. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY BUSINESS 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business in 
order on tomorrow, Calendar Wednes
day, be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentle:nan from 
Indiana? 

There was no objecti<?n. 

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent , that it may be in 
order on Thursday next to consider bills 
from the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Re
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
and I shall not object to the request, 
may I ask the gentleman if it is the pur
pose to let the vote on the Department 
of Agriculture appropriation bill go over 
into next week, or to finish the bill 
tomorrow? 

Mr. HALLECK. If the gentleman will 
withdraw his reservation of objection, I ~ 
had it in mind to ask unanimous con
sent to proceed for 1 minute to explain 
what is expected in that regard. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEr!. I with
draw my reservation of objection, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
PROGRAM FOR THE REST OF THIS WEEK 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute to explain the program for 
the rest of the week, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, as the 

request just granted indicates, it now will 
be in order to consider bills from the 
Committee on the District of Columbia 
on Thursday of this week if the Depart
ment of Agriculture appropriation bill is 
theretofore disposed of. Of course our 
first task is to dispose of the appropria
tion bill. It is my hope that the debate 
on the bill may proceed for such time as 
is necessary this afternoon and that we 
then begin to read the bill for amend
ment. If there is indication that we can
not finish that bill tomorrow evening, 
coming in at 12 o'clock tomorrow, it is 
my idea that we come in at an earlier 
hour tomorrow in the hope that the ap
propriation bill can be disposed of tomor
row. It is my hope then that we take up 
on Thursday the two investigatory reso
lutions that have been programed for 
that day· and in addition take care of 
some matters from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia which I un
derstand are quite .important but not 
particularly controversial. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. As the 
gentleman knows, Memorial Day comes 
on Friday. A good many of the Members, 
including myself, have made engage
ments with the understanding, of course, 
that the Agriculture appropriation bill 
would be concluded by tomorrow night. 
Unfortunately; the death of a very good 
colleague changed the program, which is 
the reason I ask if there is a possibility 
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that final action on this bill may be de
ferred until next week. 

Mr. HALLECK. I am quite sure the 
gentleman would discover in the remarks 
I have made a recognition of the very 
situation about which he is speaking. I 
have announced that there will be no ses
sion Friday. It is hoped that we can go 
over from Thursday to Monday, in view 
of the fact that many Members have per
sonal obligations and commitments and 
matters that they want to take care of 
over Memorial Day, as do people general
ly in the country. I can see no reason 
why we cannot carry out the program 
I have outlined and in that way dispose 
of this very important measure that is 
before us by tomorrow night and likewise 
dispose of other important matters on 
Thursday, matters necessary to be con
sidered and about which there is urgen
cy but as to which individually there 
might not be too much interest. as far as 
the Members are concerned. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. How much general de
bate will we have on this appropriation 
bill? 

Mr. HALLECK. No agreement has 
been reached on that. That is up to the 
members of the Committee on Appropri
atioDs having the matter in charge. I 
have spoken to some of them ·about it. 
As I understand, it is expected that the 
general debate will proceed today, and I 
take it that opportunity will be given to 
anyone who wants to make a statement 
in respect to the bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. I am merely trying to 
find out whether general debate is to be 
concluded this afternoon. 

Mr. HALLECK. I would say by all 
means it should be concluded this after
noon. As I said, I tr-ust that not only 
can general debate be concluded but also 
that the reading of the bill may begin 
because, as the gentleman well knows, 
it is when the bill is being read that we 
generally find the greatest desire for 
time tG> speak. 

Mr. RANKIN. As far as I am con
cerned, I would be willing to start read
ing it in the beginning and debate the 
various amendments as we go along. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Indiana has expired. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. McCORMACK asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include an article by 
Mark Sullivan. 

Mr. MORRISON <at the request of 
Mr. LARCADE) was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. POAGE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1948 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
call up House Resolution 218 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, Tllat during the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 3601) making appropriations 

for the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for other 
purposes, all points of order against the bill 
or any provisions contained therein are 
hereby waived. 

CALL. OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will 
count: [After counting.] Ninety-seven 
Members are present, not a quorum. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Andrews, N.Y. 
Auchincloss 
Bender 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bland 
Boggs, La. 
Byrne,N. Y. 
Cannon 
Chelf 
Clements 
Colmer 
Cox 
Curtis 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawton, lil. 
Dingell 
Domengeaux 
Eberharter 
Fuller 
Gallagher 
Gary 
Gifford 
Gwinn,N. Y. 
Hand 
Harness, Ind. 
Hart · 

[Roll No. 64] 
Hebert Norrell 
Heffernan Peterson 
Jenkins, Pa. Pfeifer 
Keefe Ph1111ps, Tenn. 
Kennedy Ploeser 
Kilburn Powell 
King Rabin 
Klein Rayfl.el 
Knutson Redden 
Lane Reeves 
Lanham Riley 
Lea Rooney 
Lynch Sadowski 
McConnell Sarbacher 
McDowell Scoblick 
McGarvey Scott, 
Macy Hugh D., Jr 
Madden Shafer 
Maloney Smathers 
Mansfield, Tex. Somers 
Marcantonio . Teague 
Merrow Weichel 
Mitchell West 
Morrison Youngblood 
Nixon 
Nodar 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 353 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

Mr. EATON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs may sit this afternoon 
during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
Jersey? 

Mr. BLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
ExTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD in three instances 
and to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. EDWIN ARTHUR HALL asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include a radio 
address recently made by him. · 

Mr. CLASON asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. GAVIN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and. include a resolution adopted 
by the annual meeting of the Independ
ent Petroleum Association. 

Mr. SPRINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in two 
instances in the RECORD and include ·a 
newspaper article and a speech. 

Mr. JAVITS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REC· 
ORD and include a letter. 

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article by David 
!Jawrence. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the REC
ORD and to include an article. 

Mr. KEFAUVER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. DORN (at the request of Mr. 
McCoRMACK) was given permission to 
extenrl his remarks in the RECORD and 
include a telegram. 

Mr. KEATING asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial by 
Walter Lippmann. 

Mr. CHIPERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include an article by 
the late Honorable Fred Brad'ey, of 
Michigan. 

Mr. MURDOCK a~~ked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a speech he mad ~ in 
Chicago last Sunday. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1948 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield SO minutes to the gentleman froM 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield myself 5 
minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution waives 
points of order which might be made 
against the annual appropriation bill 
for the Department of Agriculture, H. R. 
3601, which is on the calendar for con·· 
sideration today. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule is made neces
sary because of certain provisions con
tained in this . appropriation bill which 
are subject to points of order. It is obvi
ous that points of order will be made un
less this rule is adopted. There is .oppo
sition to the rule because of a clash over 
jurisdiction between two very important 
and powerful committees of this House, 
the Committee on Approp:dations and 
the Committee on Agriculture. The 
Committee on Appropriations has seen fit 
to include in the annual appropriation 
bill for the Department of Agriculture 
several sections which may be ~onsidered 
legislation on an appropriation bill, and 
therefore subject to points of order. I do 
not know that all of these items are con
troversial, but the Committee on Agri
culture feels that the bill contains legis
lation over which it has jurisdiction and 
is opposed to this rule waiving points of 
order. The Committee on Appropria
tions defends itself by stating that these 
are items which relate to approp:o.·iaticins 
and the allocation of funds. The com
mittee concedes that several sections of 
the bill are subject to points of order. 
However, in line with precedents estab
lished in previous years, the Appropria
tions Committee asked for this rule. I 
might state that it has been customary to 
adopt similar rules on these annual agri
cultural appropriation bills, so there is 
nothing new in this procedure. 

I will not take the time to discuss these 
items which are subject of this contro
versy. That will be done by members of 
the Committee on Agriculture and the 
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members of the Committee . on Appro
priations. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I yield to the dis
tinguished majority leader. 

Mr. HALLECK. I" might say to the 
gentleman that as the membership gen
erally knows, I served on the Rules Com
mittee for a number of years under the 
chail·manship of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. No one has been 
more conscientious than I have been in 
trying to protect the prerogatives, the 
responsibilities, and the powers of the 
legislative committees. However, as the 
gentleman has pointed out, we very fre
quently found it desirable to report from 
the Rules Committee, rules such as this, 
in order that matters necessary to be 
taken care of could be taken care of. So 
certainly, as the gentleman has said, this 
proposition is nothing new. It follows 
mariy, many precedents th~t have been 
established. As I understand it, on this 
particular occasion, it undertakes to 
deal with matters that are of some con
sequence, but which are of urgency also. 
Should it not also be pointed out that any 
of these items would be subject· to 
amendment to strike them out? Cer
tainly it could be at gued, as that point is 
reached, the prerogatives of the legisla
tive committee had been invoked, and 
that possibly the matter would be better 
handled by action by the legislative com
mittee. What I am saying is that I hope 
this rule is adopted in order that we may 
proceed to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I appreciate the 
observations made by the distinguished 
majority leader. I want to supplement 
what he has said by saying that if the 
rule is adopted, the House is not pre
cluded from passing upon these items 
which are subject to a point of order. 
In other words, if this rule is adopted, 
the House will have the opportunity to 
vote on each of the items involved in 
this controversy. If the rule is not 
adopted, then these provisions will no 
doubt be stricken from the bill on points 
of order, in which event the House will 
have no opportunity to consider and pass 
upon the merits of these proposals. I 
therefore urge the adoption of the rule 
so that each Member may have the privi
lege of voting on these items as they are 
presented. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Sp~aker, I yield 
myself 12 minutes. 

The SPEAKE!\.. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized for 12 minutes. 
MOST RUTHLESS RULE IN 40 YEARS OF SERVICE 

Mr. SABA TH. This rule which has 
just been presented by my dear friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from Col
orado [Mr. CHENOWETH] is in my belief 
the most ruthless and rigid, yes, the most 
outrageous, ever reported in the 40 years 
of my service in Congress. 

The bill which this rule makes in or· 
der represents a complete and tragic dis
regard of the best interests of agricul
ture and of our country, a powerful and 
important segment of the Americah 
economy and American society, The bill 

intentionally violates organic farm leg
islation duly passed by the Congress. 

The Republican members of the Com
mittee on Appropriations, owing alle
giance to none except the· economic roy
alists who are the masters of the Repub
Iican·party, have constituted themselves 
a dictatorship, a political and legislative 
obligarchy determined to rule or ruin. 

They are presenting this vicious pro
gram without regard to right or to logic, 
or to the welfare of the farmers of our 
country. They are trying to jam this 
program through, without even giving 
the elected Representatives of the people 
an opportunity to express an opinion 
or to amend the bill. 

WHAT A DIFFERENCE! 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, I have brought in 
rules which waived points of order; 
nevertheless I have criticized the Com
mittee on Appropriations for presenting 
legislation in appropriation bills in vio
lation of the standing rules of the House. 

But what a difference, Mr: Speaker! 
Those rules, Mr. Speaker, made in 

order the consideration of legislation de
signed to help American agriculture, not 
to ruin it. The legislation now before 
us will deprive the American farmer and 
American agriculture of the benefits of 
laws the Democrats passed in their 
behalf. 

That is the difference between those 
rules I presented and this Republican 
gag rule. At a time when farmers were 
losing their farms by foreclosure, and 
those who had not already lost them 
were facing ruin under the staggering 
burden of 6 and 8 percent interest, we 
passed legislation which made it possi
ble for them to survive. This bill would 
destroy many of those very laws. 
CITY WORKERS PROSPER WHEN FARMERS PROSPER 

Although I represent a purely city dis
trict, and have for over 40 years, I know 
that when the farmers are prosperous 
the city workers are prosperous. When 
the farmer is making a living he buys 
the tools for his farm and the clothes 
for his family the city worker makes, 
and he creates business and jobs and 
business is aided and work is made for 
the laborers. 

Therefore, I have supported · all pro
gressive legislation to help keep farmers 
prosperous. This bill will keep farmers 
poor and eliminate city jobs. 

I wish to call attention to some of the 
things I :':eel should be taken into con
sideration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I am amazed by 

one of the arguments made by the distin
guished majority leader in support of the 
rule, that if the House votes for the rule 
we then have the privilege of striking the 
matter out or moving to amend it. · I 
have never heard that argument ad
vanced before. That means that we are 
permitting organic law to be violated by 
this report when no emergency exists we 
then put the House in the position where 
the Members, who have already passed 
the organic law, try to strike it out or to 
have to offer amendments to strike out 
matter which ~ould then be . stricken out 

on a point of order because of the bill 
violating organic law. It is the first time 
I ever heard that argument made on any 
rule. ·· 

Mr. SABATH. The gentleman, a~ is 
always the case, is right when he makes 
that statement. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. For a question, not for 
a ·speech. 

Mr. HALLECK. The distinguished 
minority whip has referred to me, and 
the gentleman from Illinois in his usual 
gracious manner has commended the 
gentleman from Massachusetts for be
ing right in his observation, but the ~en
tleman from Massachusetts was as 
wrong as it is possible for anyone to be. 
All I said was, and I ask him to dispute it 
if he sees fit, or the gentleman from Illi
nois who for many years was chairman 
of the Rules Committee, that if this rule 
is adopted, when the bill is read, anY 
item in here that will be subject to a 
point of order if this rule is not adopted 
would be subject to an amendment of
fered in the committe::. to strike it out. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Will the gentle
man yield? 

Mr. SABATH. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The answer to 
that is we have never employed that 
practice. If we do that, then we are 
making t.t.e Appropriations Committee a 
super-House. All the Appropriations 
Committe-.; would have;to do is to come 
in at any time and report a rule depriv
ing the Members of the opportunity to 
make a point of order. 

Mr. HALLECK. Let me make this re
sponse to what the gentleman from 
Ma~sachusetts has said. He recognizes 
by the statement he made that my state
ment is correct, that an amendment will 
lie to strike out the item that otherwise 
would be subject to a point of order. I 
may say to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts that I have served here under 
his and other people's leadership when 
my side was in the minority and I have 
seen amendments offered to strike out 
items that otherwise would have been 
subject to a point of order except for the 
adoption of a rule in identical terms with 
this one. That is the reason this is not 
a pr~..cedent and that is the reason this 
rule should be adopted. 

Mr. SABATH. I would like to make 
this · observation. I have criticized the 
Appropriations Committee for bringing 
in legislation on an appropriation bill 
depriving the committees having juris
diction of their rights and privileges. I 
have criticized that practice. The dif
ference between those rules that were 
brought in when I was chairman of the 
Rules Committee and this rule is that 
those rules permitted amendments to be 
offered which would help the farmers, 
while this rule deprives the farmers of 
their rights and privileges if this bill 
should pass and is against their interest. 

Now you are attempting to minimize 
the harm that this bill will do. With this 
kind of legislation you are going on 
record that you are against the best in
terests of the farmers. I have here in 
my hand a telegram from a gentleman 
with w_hom I h~.ve frequently disagreed, 
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when he opposed legislation in the inter
est of labor, or supported legislation de
signed to do to organized labor what this 
bill would do to agriculture. 

This telegram comes to me from Mr. 
Edward A. O'Neal, president of the Na
tional Farm Bureau. Time will not per
mit me to read the telegram here on the 
floor but I am inserting it at this point 
in my remarks, and when you read it 
here you must come to the conclusion 
that the objections he lodges against 
this bill are logical and true, and I am 
sure you will recognize the deep resent
ment felt by the Farm Bureau, for this 
legislation is condemned in the strongest 
language they could use: 

FARMERS DEEPLY SJiOCKED 

WASHINGTON, D .. C., May 25, 1947. 
Hon. ADoLPH J. SABATH, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Farmers deeply shocked at severl;l-1 recom
mendations of House Appropriations Com
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations. Our 
organization offered sincere aggressive sup
port for real constructive economy by elim
inating unnecessary personnel, excessive 
expenditures and duplication of services. 
But we asked committee not to cut heart 
out of fat;.m program. Instead committee 
made most of savings at expense of farmers 
and vital farm program and failed to require 
reduction in many badly overstaffed agencies. 
Farmers are especially indignant over. cut in 
1947 $300,000,000 AAA conservation program 
specifically approved by Congress last year 
to $165,000,000, thereby breaking faith with 
millions of farmers and also complete elim
ination. of program in 1948. Reduction of 
administrative expenses to fifteen million 
will make it impossible for State and county 
PMA offices to carry out this program suc
cessfully and to handle commodity loans 
and other price support functions vital to 
millions of farmers. Farmers in every sec
tion are alarmed over complete elimination 
of section 32 funds for surplus disposal 
which Congress has approved as permanent 
appropriations. Farmers also greatly con
cerned over failure to provide even first year 

· allotment of researeh funds approved under 
Hope-Flannagan Act which passed almost 
unanimously last year. We favor strict 
economy but strongly protest foregoing ac
tions as false .economy and breaking faith 
with farmers. These vital programs were 
adopted by bipartisan votes in Congress. 
Millions of farmers are looking to you to 
rectify these injustices and keep fai~h with 
farmers above party by providing these 
vitally needed fu~1.ds. 

• EDw. A. O'NEAL, 

President, American Farm Bureau Federation. 

I have received, and I know that all 
of you have received, hundreds of other 
communications.condemning this vicious 
unjustifiable rule which will repeal many 
laws enacted by the Democrats and con
demning the cuts made in the appropria
tion bills. I do not see why we should 
seriously consider this effort to save a 
few dollars when the first page of the 
financial section of the New York 'l'imes 
for Sunday, May 25, can headline a lead 
story in these words: "Industrial profit 
at record level-942 companies in 79 
fields earned $3,656,933,912 last year, 34-
percent rise over 1945-huge backlpgs 
unbrolten." 

GREATEST ANNUAL RETURNS 

This newspaper article starts out by 
saying: 

Private enterprise in the United States in 
1946, first :tull year of peacetime activity since 

the war's end. yielded one of the greatest 
annual returns in the Nation's history. 

The writer goes on to discuss the dif
ferent industrial groups and their profits. 
Here is a paragraph which means some
thing to the housewife and to you: 

Consumer-goods industries that were able 
to maint~in a fairly high level of produc
tion made the best showings. Percentage 
profit increases of some of these reporting 
groups were: Furniture, 206 percent; home 
appliances, 98 percent; food, 43 percent; bak
ing 146 percent; liquor, 120 percent; meat 
packing, 97 percent; silk and rayon, 178 per
cent; cotton, 378 percent; apparel, 128 per
cent; and tobacco, 46 percent. 

By industries, here are the dividends 
reported for the 79 fields studied: 

1946 1!l45 
------·------------
Heavy metals and allied 
· (215compan!es) ____ ~ - - --- $533,314,703 W4,773,4M 

Chemica)s and allied (101 
companies)___ ____________ 474,004,871 295,211,576 

Automotive, av.iatlon, etc. 
(127 companies) __________ 373,859,804 495,989,524 

Furniture and structural 
(217 companies)__________ 444,822,609 309,896,374 

Food and Hght industries 
(229 com pan irs) _____ ----- 949,302, 775 519,052, 256 

Grand total (942com· 
panies) _____________ 3, 656,933,912 2, 738,686,374 

RETAIL SALES UP AGAIN 

Here is another ·paragraph on divi
dends from the same issue of the New 
York Times: 
· Dividend payments in the first 3 months of 

1947 were about 23 percent higher than in 
the corresponding period last year, according 
to United Business Service. Of 661 New York 
Stock Exchange issues on which dividends 
were paid, more ' than half increased their pay
ments over the same quarter of 1946, the 
UBS reported. 

In all the papers you will find column 
after column in the financial pages show
ing how companies are paying dividends, 
not only current and regular dividends 
but extra dividends and stock dividends 
and even back dividends. 

Another headline in the Times reads: 
"1946 Retail Trade 'Best in History'-Net 
Profits 122.8 percent Over 1945 Far Out
strip Other Years, Times Survey Shows." 

Here are just a few paragraphs from 
the story: 

(By Thomas F. Conroy) 
Tha~ 1946 was the most favorable year in 

the history of retailing is fully borne out in 
the compl'ete figures covering last year's op
erations which now have been issued by lead
ing retail organizations. 

Net profits far outstripped those of preced
ing year, rising 122.8 percent over 1945, while 
sales were 32 percent higher, according to a 
compilation of the annual reports of 59 retail 
companies made yesterday by the New York 
Times. Sales of these concerns exceeded $9,-
466,000,000. 

The mail order and chain store companies 
had the largest gains in both profits and sales. 
The department stores were not far behind. 
Specialty shops were more affected by the 
wave of apparel and fur mark-downs which 
featured the fall season and their increases 
were not as large as those of the other two 
classifl.ca tions. 

Comearative figures on sales and profits of 
the companies included in the survey follow, 
with the number of companies indicated in 
parentheses: 

MAIL ORDER, CHAIN STORES (22) 

Per-
1946 1945 cent 

change 

Sales __ --------- $6, 366, 950, 237 $4, 781, 269,486 +33.2 
Net profit_ _____ 330, 995, 586 148, 591, 093 +122. 8 

DEPARTMENT STORES (30) 

Sales ___________ l$2,964,!180,8141$2,267,343,4841 +30.8 
N_et profit______ 143, 181,951 66,335,935 +115. 8 

SPECIALTY SHOPS ( 7) 

Sales ___________ , $135,014,3051 $117,694,5421 +14.7 
Netprofit_ _____ V 7,313,737 4,234,309 +72.7 

GRAND TOTAL (59) ' 

Sales __ ---------1$9, 466, 645, 3561$7,166,307, 5121 +32. 0 
Net profit_----- 481,491,274 219, 161,337 +119. 7 

Lowering of Federal corporation taxes from 
their wartime peaks was the outstanding 
factor in the sharp rise in retail net profits. 
In many instances the reduction from the 
previous year in provision for Federal in
come taxes ranged around 35 percent, which 
represented a heavy addition to net. Allied 
S~ores Corp., the leading deJ>artment-store 
chain, for example, in 1946, had $30,903,-
752 in profits before Federal income taxes, 
made provision of $12,525,000 for such taxes, 
and had a net after taxes of $18,378,752. In 
1945 the comparative figures were $2 .,470,401, 
$19,100,000, and $8,370,401, respectively. 

I have -here in my hand other reports 
from newspapers which show the un
precedented prosperity of business and 
industry, of mining, of farming. Pick 
up any daily newspaper with a financial 
section, or the Wall Street Journal and 
other business and financial journals, or 
the business reporting services like Dun 
& Bradstreet or the National City Bank 
News Letter, and the evidence strikes 
you on every hand. 

I am sure that all of you saw in the 
papers · last week another story saying 
that the increase in retail business all 
over the country was 12 percent, and not 
just 4 percent to 11 percent as I stated 
on the floor before those final estimates 
were published. · 

THREATENS OUR GREATEST CROP OF ALL 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself two additional minutes. 

I feel that when the co,untry is pros
perous we should not deprive the farmers 
of their opportunity of continuing to 
contribute to the national prosperity. 
Therefore I feel strongly we should not 
by our act here take away the assistance 
provided by a Democratic Congress which 
has enabled the farmers to become 

. prosperous and contented and self-re
specting American citizens equal in. every 
way to their city brethren, as they always 
were in industry and good citizenship. 

I myself have at all times aided the 
passage of beneficial legislation which 
has helped the farmer to lift himself out 
of his misery and want and insecurity 
to today.'s prosperity. 

But this bill would repeal section 32 
of the act of 1935, and worst of all by 
reducing the school-lunch fund, when · 
only last year the Congress affirmatively 
passed the basic legislation for it, will 
endanger our most important of all crops, 
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our young people, our boys and girls, 
by taking a way from many of them the 
extra hot lunches at low cost provided 
under the law. 

When you look back 12 or 14 years, you 
know what the lot of the poor farmer 
was. It was the legislation that we 
passed that put them on their feet, and 
they have been prosperous ever since. 
With this legislation you arrest their 
efforts and you arrest the prosperity of 
our Nation. . 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SABATH. No; I cannot yield, sir. 
I am sorry. 

LOAN SHARKS AND HEARTLESS BANKERS 

Are we, Mr. Speaker, going to turn the 
farmers back to the tender mercies of the 
loan sharks and the heartless bankers? 

Are we going to restore the bankers' 
private tax of high interest, high insur
ance, high discounts, and precipitate a 
new :flood of foreclosures and farm fail
ures, and start a new generation of lost 
farmers on the road to nowhere? 

If you do not remember the sad story 
of 1929, 1930, 1931, 1932, and 1933, the 
farm strikes, the moratorium laws, the 
dumped milk, the forced auctions broken 
up by outraged farniers protecting their 
own. go back to the files of the daily 
papers of those years. 

In your own office take down your copy 
of Agricultural Statistics and watch the 
changing picture of farm inc-ome, farm 
prices, interest, taxes, mortgage debt, 
and ask if you want to turn the clock 
back. · 

Never before in history have farmers 
made so much in proportion to what they 
have to spend. God knows prices are 
high, far too high, in my opinion; but 
at least the man who toils with his hands, 
who spends long hours in the fields and 
with his herds and orchards is making a 
decent living. He has a profitable spread 
between his expenses and his income. He 
is not ground down by a mortgage on 
which the interest just keeps up with his 
payments until a crop failure, when he 
loses everything. 

PENNY-WISE, , POUND-FOOLISH 

This penny-wise, pound-foolish econ
omy embodied in this bill will just -play 
into the hands of the same Wall Street 
sharpshooters who have been hammering 
down the prices of sound investment 
stocks on the market. 

They do not care where they make 
their money or who they hurt. One day 
these gambling manipulators will be 
selling stocks short to wipe out the equity 
of thousands of small investors; the next 
day they will • be gambling with farm 
products on the commodities exchanges; 
and another day they will be speculating 
in farm lands, mortgages, and bonds, all 
to the detriment of the national economy 
and the best interests of the country, 
and bound to affect adversely the hard
working dirt farmer, and not only the 
farmer but the Nation. 

It can be truly said of the farmers who 
have been used by the Republicans, and 
have to a great extent supported and aid
ed the Republican party, "They who con
tinue to serve the devil well, with hell he 
will repay." 

VOTE AGAINST DRASTIC RULE 

In view of all this, and more that I 
could say if time but permitted, I feel it 
is our duty to vote down this outrageous 
rule whereby the Committee on Appro
priations has assumed a legislative juris
diction which is not theirs, and is at
tempting not only to deprive the appro
priate legislative committees of the right 
and privilege and power of bringing pos
itive legislation to the fioor which is 
properly theirs, but to repeal laws passed 
by previous Congresses. 

Any member of the House who votes 
for this rule is voting against the farm
ers. If any Member votes for this bill 
and ties his own hands, and then later 
tries to tell his people he voted for 
amendments to restore any of the vicious 
cuts in the Agriculture Department 
budget, I warn the people of his district 
right now that he is falsifying his posi
tion to them. 

This is worse than a gag rule. It is 
autocracy such as has not been seen on 
this :floor since the days of Speaker Joe 
Cannon. 

It is legislative tyranny of the worst 
kind. . 

Above all, it is your political suicide. 
For your own interest, if you will not 

for the national interest, cast your vote 
against this drastic rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks and in
clude articles and statistics. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 9 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas EMr. HoPE]. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. SlJeaker, I regret to 
find myself on this occasion in the posi
tion of opposition to th~ distinguished 
majority leader, the Rules Committee, 
arid my distinguished friend from Illi
nois, the chairman of the Sub~ommittee 
on Agricultural Appropriations, but it is 
the same position that I have taken on 
many previous occasions, and the only 
position I think any member of a legis
lative committee of the· House can take 
if we are going to maintain the integrity 
of the legislative committees. 

It is not necessary, of course, to adopt 
this rule in order to bring the agricul
tural appropriation bill before the House. 
It is not necessary to have any rule to 
bring that bill before the House. If the 
rule is voted down, the only effect will be 
that the bill will be subject to points of 
order against legislative provisions which 
it contains. 

I may say that although I have seen 
other appropriation bills brought into 
the House under a rule which permitted 
legislative provisions, I cannot recall 
that I have ever seen a bill which con
tained legislative provisions of the im
portance th.at are contained in this par
ticular piece of legislation. 

I am speaking now not only as a Mem
ber of the House but as chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and by direc
tion of that committee to appear and 
speak for the committee in opposition to 
this rule. There are in this bill at least 
six provisions that are pure legislation. 

Perhaps there are more. They are all. 
important matters of legis~ation, matters 
that should be considered by the Com
mittee on Agriculture and matters that 
certainly deserve more consideration 
than the Appropriations Committee 
could possibly give them. 

If you will look in the hearings you 
will find that these matters, although 
they are important legislation, were not 
considered by the Committee on Appro
priations in open hearings. They were 
considered in executive sessions. The 
Congress is entitled to have more infor
mation on these matters of legislation 
than can possibly be secured in the de
bate upon this bill. All of these matters 
are matters that would require. if they 
were to be considered properly, hearings 
of some extent and duration on the part 
of the legislative committees. 

In one respect certainly this bill goes 
further than any other appropriation 
bill has ever. gone in the way of legisla
tion, in that it repeals a permanent ap
propriation. I am referring now to sec
tion 32 of the Triple-A Act, which pro
vides .that each year there shall be set 
aside one-third of the customs revenues 
to be used in support of agriculture in the 
way of expanding consumption at home 
and abroad, in di'verting agricultural 
productt- to other uses, and in support
ing the prices of agricultural cor Imodi
ties. That is permanent legislation: It 
has been on the books for more than 10 
years. Yet under this hlll that appropri
ation is rescinded and· the money is di
rected to be held in the Treasury. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. On the 
item to which the gentleman has re
ferred. I might state that when that 
was approved unanimously by both sides 
of the aisle as being one instrument that 
might help in dealing with surplus com
modities, both seasonal surpluses and 
national surpluses of farm products. I 
concur in what the gentleman has said, 
that this is an item that 'should receive 
more consideration. 

Mr. HOPE. I thank the gentleman 
from .Minnesota for that statement. It 

. is true, as he said, that this act was re
ported out unanimously by the commit
tee. It has been on the books for more 
than 10 years. Its value has never been 
questioned. · 

I do· not believe there has been any 
provision of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act or any part of our general agricul
tural policy which has been of greater as
sistance to agriculture during that time. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Is it not 

a fact that if the money appropriated 
for the purpose intended by the act is not 
used, then the money goes back into the 
United States Treasury, and is thus 
saved to the country? 

Mr. HOPE. That is true. No one can 
say at this moment how much of that 
money may be needed during the com
ing year. If none is needed, it all goes 
back into the Treasury. All we do if we 
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keep the rescission provision in the bill 
is to make a paper saving because if the 
money is not used it goes back into the 
Treasury in any event. But no one 
knows what we may expect in the way of 
agricultural surpluses in the next year. 
There may be minor commodities or 
there may be important commodities 
with reference to which it may be neces
sary to take action under the provisions 
of this legislation. 

But if we adopt the rule and retain in 
the bill this legislative provision, that 
would be impossible. But I do not want 
to say anything more about the merits of 
the matter. What I am speaking about 
is the legislative integrity of the House 
because under the law the Committee on 
Appropriations cannot legislate, and tl).e 
legislative committees cannot appro
priate. If we violate that principle by 
adopting this rUle, then we are establish
ing a precedent which will be cited in 
the future when further attempts are 
made to undermine the integrity of the 
legislative committees. 

What we are in effect doing is setting 
up the Committee on Appropriations as 
a great super committee of the House of 
Representatives which will undermine the 
authority, activity, and importance of the 
legislative committees. 

When I say this I am speaking. not only 
f&r the Committee on Agriculture but for 
every legislative committee of the House. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mn"'HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I want 

to comment on the remarks made by the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. SABATH] and also on what the mi
nority whip had to say. When they were 
in control of the House they brought in 
similar gag rules which waived all points 
of order. Our committee tried to perfect 
legislation so such procedure could be 
avoided. We did pass legislation which 
is now law so that the practice followed 
by our side in this respect does not differ 
at all from that of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH] did when he was 
chairman of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. HOPE. The position taken by the 
Committee on Agriculture is the position 
which has always been taken by that 
committee when the Committee on Ap
propriations on previous occasions has 

·brought in a bill containing legislative 
provisions. I think I may say with all 
deference to this particular subcommit
tee that no subcommittee of the Commit
tee on Appropriations has brought in 
more bills which contained legislative 
provisions. It seems to be a habit with 
that committee, a habit which I thought 
we had put an end to a few years ago 
when we had a show-down on that prop
osition and the Committee on Rules 
finally refused an application for a rule. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I am glad to yield to my 
colleague. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Does the gentleman 
feel that if this practice continues there 
will be no need to have a Committee on 
Agriculture in the House of Representa
tives? 

Mr. HOPE. There is no question at all 
but what every time we adopt a rule of 

this kind we undermine all the legislative 
committees and-take a step toward mak
ing the Committee on Appropriations a 
big super committee. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. CLARK], a member of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, that the 
pending proposal is detrimental to sound 
and desirable agricultural legislation 
could have no finer witness than the gen
tleman from· Kansas who has just taken 
his seat. I am not able to go back 40 

. years, as my distinguished colleague from 
Illinois [Mr. SABATH] has done, but I can 
go back far enough in service on the 
Rules Committee to state. just a little 
about the background of ,this situation. 

In the course of the recovery program, 
sometimes referred to as the New Deal, 
various and sundry agricultural pro
grams were established for which there 
was no specific authority in law. I might 
mention the Rural Electrification Ad
ministration or I might mention the 
school lunches or I might mention some 
69 other important items. 

As we went along the Appropriations 
Committee would come from time to time 
before the Rules Committee and ask us 
for a rule waiving points of order on 
agricultural bills because of the a.bsence 
of any legislation specifically establish
ing those programs. We worked along 
with that from year to year, and at the 
same time we ltept threatening to give 
the Committee on Agriculture a legisla
tive spanking if they did not get busy and 
supply the necessary legislation, which 
was complained about continuously by 
the minority party in those years. I 
think some of the distinguished members 
of the Committee on Agriculture were 
before us when we· talked this over. 
Then, finally, as the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HoPE] has said, we served 
somewhat of an ultimatum and told 
them they would have to get legislation 
or we would quit granting rules waiving 
points of order. We did get legislation 
establishing some 71 of these programs, 
and that fixed the policy of the Congress 
on this question. Now we are proposing 
to give them a legislative spanking be
cause they have done what we threat
ened to spank them for not doing. You 
are not only headed for a procedure that 
is detrimental to agriculture if you adopt 
this rule-and the only reason I am 
speaking is to get my voice in the RECORD 
against it-but you are heading into leg
islative chaos and you are simply vesting 
in the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for Agriculture, down in a little closed 
room somewhere, the power to determine 
the agricultural policy of the Congress, 
insofar as a committee may do so, with
out the people who are interested having 
any opportunity at all to be heard and 
present their case. 

There is a great stack of telegrams on 
my desk that have a very vital ring. If 
I were to look over on the majority side, 
I would be disposed to say a dangerous. 
ring. I had to wire them back that, if 
the procedure was adopted, the policy of 
this Congress with regard to agriculture 
would have been changed in many vital 
respects, without the people who are 
most directly concerned having any op-

portunity whatever to present their 
views. If that is what you want to do, 
this is the way to do it. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. CLARK] 
has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, since I 
am a Democrat, I doubt that the Mem
bers of the majority body are going to be 
governed by what I say when I speak 
against this rule. I would like to call 
attention, however, to the fact that the 
issue is whether the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], who 
i• chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Appropriations, is to write the agricul
tural policy of the Republican Party. 
I am sure the gentleman from Illinois 
will tell you he has never been in favor 
of section 32. Section 32 funds are 
repealed under this act. 'lime after 
time in this committee it has been 
brought up, and I am sure he will agree 
with this, that he felt that provision 
should not be made for carrying on 
those activities of the Department of 
Agriculture under section 32 , but that 
appropriations should bE: made annually 
by the Appropriations Committee. Of 
course, that would come under the juris
diction and control of the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois and would per
mit him to largely control the agricul
tural policy of his party and therefore of 
the Congress. · 

Last year we had a bill passed in this 
Congress which became law, which pro
vides for the control of Government cor
porations. The Commodity Credit Cor
poration is one of those corporations, 
and it went to the committee of the dis
tinguished gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
JENSEN]. But this year we find that our 
good friend-and he is very persuasive 
and a fine fellow-we find that the chair
man of the Subcommittee on Appropria
tions has gone to the chairman of the 
whole committee and ta'ren over Com
modity Credit Corporation, one of the 
corporations that would go ordinarily 
and did last year to the other committee. 
We find that this distinguished gentle
man has also taken over half of the Farm 
Credit Administration, which also be
longed to the committee of tbe gentle
man from Iowa [Mr. JENSEN]. I say to 
you that if this committee this year is 
permitted-and I am a member of that 
committee-if they 'are permitted to 
repeal section 32 of this law for 1 year 
that in effect it is repealed and it is gone. 
This committee takes unto itself the 
power to stop the :flow of those funds, 
money that is set aside uncler the basic 
law to the credit of agriculture. If you 
are not going to be permitted· to use it 
as it was recommended by the budget, 
let us transfer those funds to the Com
modity Credit Corporation for its use in 
carrying out this program so that the 
American farmer will receive the credit 
for this money which under the basic law 
is set aside to help him througp. his prob
lems and to offset the disadva;:J.tages· of 
bringing agricultural products into this 
country in competition with his own. 
I made the motion in the committee but 
was overridden. And there again they 
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turned down my efforts to retain those. 
funds which have meant more to agri
culture than perhaps any other piece of 
agricultural legislation. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. - I yield. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. My col

league on the Subcommittee on Appro
priations for Agriculture well knows that 
I was with him in opposing asking for a 
rule upon this particular bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman two additional minutes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is true. The 
distinguished gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN] and other 
members of the subcommittee opposed 
the granting of the rule. It is true that 
in times past we have had rules on bills 
containing agricultural legislation from 
the Appropriations Committee, but I wish 
to call your attention to the fact that in 
each of those cases we had no legislation 
for the Farm Security Administration, 
we had no legislation for the school
l'.lnch program, and in practically every 
instanc~-and, in fact~ in. every in~tance 
I recall-the chairman of the subcom:.. 
mittee was joined by the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture in asking and 
in obtaining a rule to bring into, this 
Congress legislation under which this 
matter could be considered. 

But I say to you that this bill will re
flect that there is a tremendous difference 
between the attitude of the distinguished 
. gentleman from Dlinois and the, distin
guished gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HOPE] as to what is for the best interests 
of agriculture; and I will say that jf this 
rule is adopted, then y.ou are forsaking 
the ordinary legislative processes and 
saying that the chairman of this Sl.Jb
committee shall fix the policy of the Re
publican Party with reference to agricul
ture. This bill reflects that attitude here 
today because certainly I know that the 
members of the Agriculture Legislative 
Committee would never bring into this 
Congress a bill to repeal section 32 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. If you 
will study the uses of those funds for the 
last 10 years. you will see that in the case 
of wheat, in the period around 1937. when 
the granaries of this country were so 
filled with surplus wheat that the farmers 
could not even store the wheat they gath
ered, this is the fund that bailed them 
out. This is the fund that bailed out 
the poultry producers and the producers 
of walnuts and raisins, the producers of 
various other crops throughout the coun
try, including cotton from my own area. 
Now, to adopt this rule means that you 
are permitting the distinguished gentle
man from Illinois to write the party 
ticket of the Republican Party-a ticket 
that says you are repealing that act and 
taking away those funds-and I say that 
is not in accord with the desires of the 
majority of. you men on that side of the 
aisle. 

If you defeat this rule, you defeat the 
efiorts of the gentleman from Illinois to 
repeal section 32 of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act, yet if you adopt the rule, 
you cannot l)e heard to say that you did 
not make it possible for section 32 to be 

repealed. You will have contributed to 
the destruction of one of the gteatest 
provisions in the law for handling surplus 
aglicultural products-a provision which 
has saved the wheat farmers, the' poul
try growers, other grain producers, and 
cotton farmers. The responsibility for 
destroying that great program will rest 
on those of you who approve this rule . . 

The SPEAKER. . The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has again 
expired. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Massaehusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for 6 min
utes. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, it 
is my understanding-and if my under
standing is incorrect I wish to be cor
r·ected-the Committee on Agriculture 
are unanimously opposed to the adop
tion of this rule. That action was taken 
at a meeting either this morning or yes
terday. In view of that fact it seems 
rather strange that we witness 'what is 
attempted in this apprQpriation bill. 
The· chairman , of the -Committee on 
Agriculture the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. HOPE]. one of the most respected 
Members of the House,- whether he is a 
member of the majority party or the 
minority party·, and he demands the re
spect of us on our side, should be the 
spokesman of his party in this branch 
On matters concerning agri(!Ulture. 

I think the RECORD should show that 
anyone who votes for this rule is voting 
against the interests of the farmer anct 
later if t:Q.ey vote f.or the rule and then 
try to tell the farmers of their district, 
"Why, I voted for amendments to in
crease· the appropriation," they are en
gaging in what might properly be termed 
"political hypocrisy." 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman-from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I have 
served on the Committee on Agriculture 
for more than 20 years. In all those 
years in dealing with agricultural prob
lems we have not engaged in partisan 
politics. -I do not like to see the gentle
man trying to inject partisan politics 
into this issue. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
is entirely mistaken l'lecause I , am fol
lowing the chairman of the Committee 
on Agriculture, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HOPE], who is a Republi
can; so there is no partisan politics in 
my position. The gentleman, of course, 
is a very adroit politician himself and 
he has the very pleasant habit of trying 
to accuse others of motives which they 
do not entertain. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur
ther? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Is the gentleman 
for the rule? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. ·No. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Then I am for 

the gentleman. And so the gentleman 
is with me. He is playing politics at that 
rate. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Let me go ahead. 
I only have a few. minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. HALLECK] tried to justify a 
vote for the rule by saying, "You can 
amend later on." But you are tying 
your hands. A lot of these provisions 
can be stricken out on a point of order 
and these are provisions in the bill that 
change the organic law, that came· out 
of the Committee on Agriculture, passed 
this branch and the other branch, and 
became law. The distinction between 
the rules of the past waiving points of 
order and this one is that invariably in 
the past it was where the Appropriations 
Committee made an appropriation for 
some activity for which there was no 
authority in law. This is a rule repeal
ing in whole or in part existing law or 
parts of existing organic law. There is 
a marked difference between the rules 
reported out in the pa&t making in order 
an activity in an appropriation bill for 
which there was no authority. This 
type of rule repeals in part or in whole 
some of the important provisions relat
ing to agriculture. 

Let me show you how far the Appro
priations Committee went in its attempt 
to do a. job and there is no question but 
what there is a job being done on agri
culture in this bill. I call your atten
tion to the National School Lunch Act 
provision, which concerns cities too, 
readi!lg: 

To enable the Secretary to carry" out the 
provisions of the National School Lunch Act 
of June 4, 1946, $45,000,000 . 

They cut it from $75,000,000 to $45,-
000,000. But what did they do further? 
Did they stop there? No. · 

Provided, That no pa.rt of this appropria
tion shall be used for matching funds from 
sources with1n the Etates derived from the 
sale of lunchc.::. 

In other words, whoever in the Ap
propriations Committee conceived that 
and whoever voted for it not only had in 
mind a sharp reduction in the school
lunch program but they went further 
and they did a job on the school-lunch 
program because the little amount paid 
for school lunches has been used in the 
past as a part of the State's fund, and 
the organic act permits it to be used in 
that way, and that is matching the Fed
eral fund. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. ~,t>eaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. May I point out the 
legislative features of this appropriation 
bill deprive agriculture of about $183,-
000,000 without giving the Legislative 
Committee of the House any opportunity 
at all to even discuss the matter with 
farm leaders and farm officials of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

It seems to me that it is a very impor
tant matter when legislation of this kind 
can be brought ih on an appropriation 
bill and the farm-ers of this country de
prived of a substantial sum of money to 
the tune of $183,000,000. 

Mr. McCORMACK. And it produces 
great harm to the conservation program, 
to -the price-control-support program, to 
the veterans' program, to the small farm-
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ers, to the lunch-school program, as well 
as other activities. 

I might make this brief observation. 
It is rather interestil .. g that every time 
I take the floor I am accused of politics, 
and when the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. HALLECK] takes the floor he is not 
accused of it. I am not accusing him of 
playing politics. He is doing his job, and 
I respect him, and I do noJ; accuse the 
gentleman of engaging in politics in try
ing to have the rule adopted, but any 
time one of the Democratic leadership 
takes the floor-and you better stop it 
in the future-they are accused of en
gaging in politics. That could work both 
ways. We do not accuse the Republi
can leaders of it, and when the gentle
man is taking the position he is taking 
he is only doing his job, and I admire him 
for it, although if I could look into his 
mind and read his thoughts, he is dis
gusted with the action taken by the ma
jority of the Committee on Appropria
tions in reporting this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has expired. · 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker; I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. HALLECK]. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, the dis
tinguished gentleman from Massachu
setts has indicated tnat he can look into 
my mind and determine what is going on 
with respect to this matter. I do not 
have to look into his mind or the mind 
of the gentleman ' from Illinois [Mr. 
SABATH], or some of the others who have 
spoken over there, to s~e what is going on 
in their minds. 

Now, they cannot distinguish this rule 
in any real particular from rule after rule 
that they brought out here and asked us 
to support and which many of us· did 
support. The thing that disturbs them 
is that the items in this bill that might 
be subject to a point of order are going 
to save the <Jovernment and the tax
payers some money, and that is just com
pletely abhorrent to them. Why, they 
cannot be for economy in <Jovernment. 
They cannot be for saving the taxpayers 
any money, so they adopt this position of 
opposition to this rule, not because of 
any great solicitude for those of us on 
this side, but because they · are just fol
lowing the old pattern that has been in 
evidence here every day since we first 
met last January 3, which is one of stub
born opposition to every move we make 
to try to cut the cost of government. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, the devil 
can cite Scripture to his purpose. It is so 
very obvious that the discussion here in
dicates that those who oppose the rule 
are more interested in the subject matter 
of the bill than in the technicalities of 
committee jurisdiction. 

Now, let me make it abundantly clear 
what is involved here today. This rule 
is worth $183,000,000. Many rules cannot 
be interpreted in terms of money. This 
one can. The action by the committee 
in rescinding what is known as so-called 
section 32 funds, which consist of 30 per
cent of .customs receipts which are per
manently appropriated, will be stricken 
from this bill on a point of order if the 

rule is not granted, and the $383,000,000 
saving that the committee labored to 
bring in here will be reduced from $383,-
000,000 to $235,000,000. That is involved 
in this rule. We had the benefit of the 
testimony. The discussion you hear here 
today is predicated not upon testimony 
but rather upon a technical consideration 
or a political consideration. This com
mittee has taken testimony for 7 weeks. 
We had 411 witnesses before the subcom
mittee. It has taken us 3 months to bring 
this bill here. We have taken very ad
vised action in the matter. 

After battling through the subcom
mittee, -the full committee, and the Rules 
Committee, and supporting the rule on 
the floor of the House, if we now cannot 
have a rule then take $183,000,000 of 
economy out of this bill. On the 20th 
of February you all voted on the legisla
tive budget. The vote was 229 to 174. 
To the call of the roll your voice intoned 
that you were in favor of trying to achieve 
a $6,000,000,000 economy. We bring in 
here a bill in support of that thesis. Are 
you going to cripple . our efforts now on 
a technicality? 

It is said that this is a departure 
from custom. I do not see the gentle
man from Missouri on the floor just now, 

· who was at one time the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee of which 
I am now the chairman. Year after year 
I went to the Rules Committee with him. 
I stood at his right hand and helped 
him. ask for a rule to protect the bill, 
and no one will deny it. Here today we 
are marshaling the facts and marshal
ing the record. There is no departure 
here. We have gone through this sort 
of business in other years. Always I have 
stood with your chairman asking to get 
a rule, even though it was being fussed 
over on this side, becaUse there was little 
of partisanship and politics in the Sub
committee on Agricultural Appropria
tions. 

I served on the Reorg~mization Com
mittee with the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. MONRONEY], who did a 
marvelous job; and how long we battled 
on this thing-18 months-and then 
brought in a bill with a bridge title and 
a retirement title and a pay increase. 
We had a provision in there to take all 
legislative matters out of appropriations. 
You could not even report an appro
priation bill with a legislative matter in 
it. What happened? We sat down with 
the leadership not· only on our side but 
on your side as well, and we took it out, 
so that it applies today to th~ Senate 
but not to the House of Representatives. 
You approved that bill with that item 
stricken. Will you stand here now, de
part from the record, and give us that 
kind of opposition? 

I sometimes - wonder why a Member 
of the House who is in his right mind 
will take service on the Appropriations 
Committee and eat his heart out month 
after month to scare up a few dollars for 
the American taxpayers, and then be so 
constantly challenged by technicalities 
upon the floor. If you want to throw 
that $183,000,000 out the window, all 
right. You have as many prerogatives, 
as many privileges, as much power, and 
as many rights here as I have. But it 
will be noted on the record whether you 

will escape or not under these circum
stances if you take $183,000,000 out of 
this bill. 

You are not foreclosed in your rights. 
You can strike out the rescission provi
sion on section 32 when the bill is read 
for amendment. If you do not like 
what we did on meat inspection when 
we are trying to put the inspection fee 
upon the packers and save $6,000,000 for 
the Treasury this year and another 
$5,000,000 next year, you can move to 
strike it out. If you do not like what 
we have done with REA jn sending them 
directly to the Treasury instead of cir
cuitously through the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, without changing 
their interest rate or their prerogatives 
or their priorities or anything else, you 
are free to strike it out by an amend
ment on the floor·. There is not an ,item 
covered in this rule that you cannot 
strike out. But you see, you test it on 
its merits. It is not the arbitrary fact 
that you can stand and say, "Mr. Chair
man, I make a point of order," and then 
suddenly, without testing the merits of 
the provision, throw it out the window. 
Is that the way you are going to dispose 
of the $183,000,000 of economy involved? 

This· committee does not try to usurp 
the prerogatives of any other committee. 
But try to write an Agriculture appro
priation bill with a thousand and one dif
ferent provisions in it and try to squeeze 
out of it a little economy, and see the 
difficulties that you run into. It is a reg
ular wilderness of technicality. You 
have to be so serpentine and sinuous in 
your tread in order finally to get a bill 
that will stand up and effect a little econ
omy and avoid, insofar as it can, legisla
tive provisions. 

There is not a single legislative provi
sion i.n this bill that is not coupled with 
an economy. 

Meat inspection-there is an economy 
of $6,140,000. 

Section 32-the economy is $148,-
000,000. 

If we did not do it, that $148,000,000 
would be a loose roving amount of money 
that would not find its way back into the 
Treasury until the end of the fiscal year 
1948, which is a year from next June. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Is it not a 

fact that we could allocate $148,000,000 
of AAA funds to take care of this par
ticular section 32 fund? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I shall point that out. 
Mr. Speaker, were we so profane in this 

matter? The President of tlie United 
States, who is of the opposite political 
persuasion, took $100,000,000 out of sec
tion 32 and put it into the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act, which meant the con
servation-payment fund. The President 
and the Bureau of the Budget did that. 
Perhaps it was subject to a point of order, 
but when we go to the merits of the mat
ter, have we then been so profane? 

With respect to the other $48,000,000, 
it was a pretty nebulous case, as I shall 
seek to point out in the general discus
sion, and I shall cite you line and page 
of the scripture to pz:ove it, instead of 
drawing it out of thia air with some kind 
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of speculation or some kind of con
jecture. 

Then there is the Rural Electrification 
Administration. We were quite gener
ous with that, I thought. 

Here, at the instance of the Recon
struction Finance Corporation officials 
and with the approval of the Budget Di
vision of the Department of Agriculture, 
the language in the bill was submitted. 
They said instead of borrowing by first 
going through the Administrator and.the 
Secretary and then the RFC and then 
the Treasury Department, why not go 
directly to the Treasury. It . does not 
prejudice them in their operations what
soever. It will save three-quarters of 1 
percent because that is what the Recon
struction Finance Corporation takes out. 

Then, for its administrative work it 
puts people on the pay roll. It is coupled 
then with the saving of $25,000,000 in 
cash and it then· makes inoperative the 
85-percent collateral proVision under 
which they operated and it does them 
good rather than harm because it facili
tates and expedites their operations. 
There can be no quarrel about it. 

Gentlemen, are we going to test these 
things on their merits or are we going 
to throw them out the window? There 
is ample precedent for what we do to
day-abundant precedent, if you please. 
And not a single Member of this House 
is foreclosed when we are in Committee 
of the Whoie from his opportunity to 
say, "Mr. Chairman, I o:trer an amend
ment to strike out the rescission title of 
section 32 funds." And that amendment 
will be in order. Not a single Member 
is foreclosed in his opportunity to say, 
"Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 
to strike out the provision on meat in
spection." And that amendment will be 
in order. No Member is foreclosed in 
his right to say, "Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the provision on Rural Elec
trification Administration." And it will 
be in order. Or to say, "Mr. Chairman; 
I move to strike out the proviso on AAA 
funds." And it will be in order. In 
every case we will test the whole contro
versy ori its every merit instead of just 
throwing it out the window on a tech
nicality. So, I say to you, !!_fter 3 months 
of endeavor we would like to have this 
rule. I appeared before the Committee 
on Rules yesterday morning. The gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE] was 
there. He opposed the rule. The gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLEY] was there. He opposed the 
rule. The gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. ZIMMERMAN] was there. He op
posed the rule. The gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. PACE] was there. He QP
pos. d the rule. The gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CANNON], former chair
man of the Committee on Appropria
tions, was there. He opposed the rule .. 
I sought in my humble and feeble way 
to say, "Give us an opportunity to bring 
this matter to the floor of the House and 
let the Members of the Congress work 
their will on these provisions. Let us 
not be diverted by some question of leg
islative or technical jurisdiction." Now, 
that is the whole question that is in
volved here. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
. Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman seems 
to regard this matter as a mere tech
nicality, of very slight importance. I 
know the gentleman is usually very 
frank. I wonder if the gentleman will 
not confess to the House that this is a 
bold invasion of the prerogatives of the 
House Committee on Agriculture, of 
which the chairman is. the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HoPE J. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Well, let us see what a 
bold invasion this is. When the gentle
man from M·issouri [Mr. CANNON] was 
the chairman of this committee, after . 
years of urging on my part, we changed 
the character of soil-conservation pay
ments so' as to make them conservation 
and use payments· instead of subsidies. 
We did that in an appropriation bill. 
I went up there with the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CANNON] and helped 
get a rule on it. I went with the distin
guished gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CANNON] to the Rules Committee to get 
a rule to cover an amendment on agri
cultural credit as it related to the Agri
cultural Credit Corporation. We had to 
draw language in such involved fashion 
that hardly a Philadelphia lawyer could 
understand it, but it was still subject to 
a point of order. Just like Herminius 
stood at Horatius' right arm at the bridge 
on the Tiber, I stood there with the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON], and 
said, "Give us a rule," and I have been do
ing it for 10 years. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. So the gentleman is 

consistent in his policy and his conten
tion that the integrity of the legislative 
committees should not be so carefully 
guarded? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No, no. Let me com
ment on that. That is not what the 
gentleman from Illinois has in mind. I 
say to you, out of a humble heart, if 
you could serve for 1 or 2 years on an 
appropriation committee and see what 
labyrinthian wilderness of restrictions we 
operate under, that taxes the facility of 
the General Accounting Office to the 
point where the Comptroller General is 

. fairly be~de himself and says, "For 
God's sake, let us get some relief from 
this great labyrinthian bureaucracy with 
all of its fiscal restrictions"-if you have 
1 year of experience your heart would 
be filled. to overflowing with sympathy 
for the 43 members who go through that 
labor year after year. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. COOLEY. Did not the gentleman 

yesterday state to the Rules Committee 
that being chairman of the Subcommit
tee on Agricultural Appropriations it was 
almost impossible for the gentleman and 
his committee to write an appropriation 
bill without invading the prerogatives 
of the legislative committees and writ
ing legislation on appropriation bills? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, no; it is not quite 
what the gentleman from Illinois said. 
What the gentleman from Illinois said to 
the Rules Committee was that it is pretty 

difficult and sometimes an almost impos
sible thing to prepare an appropriation 
bill and achieve the kind of economies 
that we eff~cted and not drift over a little 
bit into this field of legislative jurisdic
tion. There is not a chairman of the 
Appropriation Subcommittees who will 
not bear me out in the difficulties under 
which we labor. 

So, in the qest of grace, let us test this 
thing out on its merits, approve this rule, 
a11d let us see whether or not this House 
wants to initiate a saving of $183,000,000 
that is involved in this rul~ today. It is 
your question to decide. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I 
move the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

agreeing to the resolution. 
The question was taken; and on a divi

sion <demanded by Mr. CooLEY) there 
were-ayes 130, hoes 103. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 189, nays 170, answered 
"present" 2, not voting 68, as follows: 

(Roll No. 65] 
YEAS-189 

Allen, Caiif. Foote MacKinnon 
Anderson, Calif. Fulton Maloney 
Andrews, N. Y. Gallagher Mason 
Angell Gamble Mathews 
Arends Gavin Meade, Ky. 
Arnold Gearhart Meyer 
Bakewell Gillette Michener 
Banta Goodwin Mlller, Conn. 
Bates, Mass. Graham Miller, Md. 
Beall · Griffiths · Mitchell 
Bennett, Mo. Gross Morton 
Bishop Gwynne, Iowa Muhlenberg 
Blackney Hale Murray, Wis. 
Boggs, Del. Hall, Norblad 
·Bolton Edwin Arthur O'Hara 
Bradley Hall, Owens 
Brehm Leonard W. Patterson 
Brophy Halleck Phillips, Calif. 
Brown, Ohio Harness, Ind. Potts 
Buck Hartley Poulson 
Buffett Herter Ramey 
Burke Heselton Reed, Til. 
Busbey Hess Reed, N.Y. 
Butler . Hinshaw Rees 
Byrnes, Wis. Hoffman Reeves 
Canfield Holmes Rich 
Carson Horan Riehlman 
Ca.Ee, N.J. Howell Rizley 
Chadwick Jackson, Calif. Robsion 
Chenowet h Javits Rockwell 
Chiperfield Jenison Rogers, Mass . 
Church Jenkins, Ohio Rohrbough 
Clason Jennings Ross 
Clevenger Jensen Russell 
Clippinger Johnson, Til. Sadlak 
Coffin Johnson, Ind. St. George 
Cole, Kans. Jones, Ohio Sanborn 
Cole, Mo. · Jones, Wash. Schwabe, Mo. 
Cole, N.Y. Judd Schwabe, Okla. 
Corbett Kean Scott, Hardie 
Coudert Kearney Scrivner 
Crawford Kearns Seely-Brown 
Crow Keating Short 
Cunningham Kersten, Wis. Simpson, Pa. 
Dague Kunkel Smith, Kans. 
Davis, Wis. Landis Smith. Maine 
Devitt Latham Smith. Ohio 
D'Ewart LeCompte Smith. Wis. 
Dirksen LeFevre Snyder 
Dondero Lewis Springer 
Eaton Lodge Stevenson 
Ellis Love Stockman 
Ellsworth McConnell Stratton 
Elsaesser McCowen Sundstrom 
Elston. McDonough Taber 
Engel, Mich. McGarvey Taylor 
Fellows McGregor Thomas, N. J . 
Fenton McMahon Tibbott 
Fletcher McMillen, Ill. Tollefson 
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To we 
Twyman 
Vail 
VanZandt 
Vorys 

Abernethy 
Albert 
Allen, La . 
Almond 
Andersen, 

H. Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews, Ala. 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bates, Ky. 
Battle 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Bonner 
Boykin 
Bramblett 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Bryson 
Buchanan 
Buckley 
Bulwinkle 
Camp 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Case, S. Dak. 
Celler 
Chapman 
Clark 
Combs 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Courtney 
Cravens 
Crosser 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, ·lil. 
Dawson, Utah 
Deane 
Delaney 
Dolliver 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Dough ton 
Douglas 
Drewry 
Durham · 
Elliott 
Engle, Calif. 
Evins 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fernandez 

Vursell 
Wadsworth 
Welch 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson, Ind. 

NAY8-170 

Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Woodruff 
Youngblood 

Fisher Meade, Md. 
Flannagan Miller, Calif. 
Fogarty Mills 
Folger Monroney 
Forand Morgan 
Gathings Morris 
Goff Mundt 
Gordon Murdock 
Gore Murray, Tenn. 
Gorski Norton 
Gos5ett O'Brien 
Granger O'Konskl 
Grant, Ala. O'Toole 
Gregory Pace 
Hagen Passman 
Hardy ~atman 
Harless, Ariz. Peden 
Harris Philbin 
Harrison Pickett 
Havenner Poage " 
Hays • Preston 
Hedrick Price, Fla. 
Hendricks Price, Ill. 
Hobbs Priest 
Hoeven . Rains . 
Holifield Rankin 
Hope Rayburn 
Huber Richards 
Hull Rivers 
Jackson, Wash. Robertson 
Jarman Rogers, Fla. 
John!ilon, Calif. Sabath 
Johnson, Okla. Sadowski 
Johnson, Tex. Sasscer 
Jones, Ala. Sheppard 
Jones, N.C. Sikes 
Karsten, Mo. Simpson. Ill. 
Kee Smathers 
Kefauver Smith, Va. 
Kennedy Stanley 
Keogh Stefan ' 
Kerr Stigler 
K,Hday Thomas; Tex. 
Kirwan Thomason 
Larcade Trimble 
Lemke Vlnson 
Lesinski Walter • · 
Lucas West 
Lusk Wheeler 
Lyle Whitten 
McCormack Whittington 
McMillan, s. C: Williams 
Mahon Wilson, Tex. 
Manasco Winstead 
Mansfield, Wood 

Mont. Worley 
Marcantonio Zimmerman 
Martin, Iowa 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-2 
Hill Talle 

NOT VOTING-68 
Allen, Ill. 
Auchincloss 
Bender 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bland 
Bloom 
Boggs, La. 
Burleson 
Byrne, N.Y. 
Chelf 
Clements 
Colmer 
Cox • 
Curtis 
Ding ell 
Domengeaux 
Eberharter 
Fuller 
Gary 
Gifford 
G1llie 
Grant, Ind. 
Gwinn, N.Y. 

Hand 
Hart 
Hebert 
Heffernan 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Jonkman 
Keefe 
Kelley 
Kilburn 
King 
Klein 
Knutson· 
Lane 
Lanham 
Lea 
Lynch 

· McDowell 
Macy 
Madden 
Mansfield, Tex. 
Merrow 
Miller, Nebr. 
Morrison 

Nixon 
Nodar 
Norrell 
Peterson 
Pfeifer 
Phillips, Tenn. 
Ploeser 
Plumley 
Powell 
Rabin 
Rayfiel 
Redden 
RileY 
Roonv 
Sarbacher 
Scoblick 
Scott, 

Hugh D., Jr. 
Shafer 
Somers 
Spence 
Teague 
Welchel 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

· pairs: 
· On this vote: 
Mr. Ploeser for, with Mr. Colmer against. 
Mr. Jonkman for, with Mr. H111 against. 
Mr. Grant of Indiana for, with Mr. Talle 

against. 
XCIII--371 

Mr. GUford for, with Mr. Morrison against. 
Mr. Weichel for, with Mr. Riley against. 
Mr. Macy for, with Mr. Domengeaux against. 
Mr. Auchincloss for, with Mr. Cox against, 
Mr. Bender for, with Mr. Klein against. 
Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania for, with Mr. 

Lane against. · 
Mr.. Merrow for, with Mr. Gary against. 
Mr. Hand for, with Mr. Eberharter against. 
Mr. Gwinn of New York for, with Mr. 

Pfeifer against. 
Mr. Plumley for, with Mr. Dingell against. 
Mr. Sarbacher for, with Mr. Rooney against. 
Mr. Scoblick for, with Mr. Norrell against. 
Mr. Hugh D. Scott, Jr., for, with Mr .. King 

against. . 
Mr. McDowell for , with Mr. Lea against; 
Mr. Nodar for, with Mr. Lynch against. 
Mr. Bennett of Michigan for, with Mr. Hef-

fernan against. 
Mr. Shafer for, wi~h Mr. Burleson against. 

General pairs -until further notice: 
Mr. Curtis with Mr. Rabin. 
Mr. Fuller with Mr. Hart. · 
Mr. Alle_n of Illinois with Mr. Teague. 
Mr. Kilburn with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Knutson with Mr. Kelley. 
Mr. Nixon ~ith Mr. Boggs of Louisiana. 
Mr. Gillle with Mr. Rayfiel. 
Mr. Miller. of Nebraska with Mr. Byrne of 

New York. · 

Mr. TAILE. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
pair with .the gentleman from Indiana, 
Mr. GRANT, who is absent on official busi
ness. Had he been present, he would 
have voted "yea." I voted "nay." I 
therefore withdraw my vote and answer 
"present." 

Mr. RoBERTSON changed his vote from 
- "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. HALE changed his vote from "nay" 
to "yea." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. -

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve· itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State ·or the Union for the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 3601) making appro
priations for the Department of Agri
culture for the :fiscal year ending June 
30, 1948. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen-
tary inquiry. · 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, may I in
quire how I was recorded? I had a pair 
with the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. 
JONKMAN. I voted "no." I wish to with
draw my vote and vote "present." 

The SPEAKER. The vote has been 
announced and the time when the gen
tleman could have announced how he 
would have voted has passed--except by 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. HILL. But, Mr. Speaker, the 
Clerk read the pair himself. 

The SPEAKER. That is true, but the 
gentleman himself had voted. He 
should have addressed the Chair and 
requested that he be recorded as "pres
ent." 

Is there objection to the gentleman 
from Colorado changing his vote? [After 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. The 
gentleman from Colorado will be re
corded as having been paired in opposi
tion to the rule. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1948 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I renew 
my motion, and pending that may i sug
gest to the gentleman from Missouri that 
the time be equally divided, that we run 
on more or· less · indeterminately today 
with the hope that before the Committee 
rises we probably will be able to read at 
least the :first section of the b1ll and per
haps a little more. 

Mr. CANNON. I think the division of 
the time can very well be arranged, but 
we should proceed without further limi
tation until we know just how many wish 
to be heard. I trust nobody will be de
nied an opportunity to be heard during 
general debate. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Insofar as that can 
be complied with, that certainly will be 
the rule; but in view of the fact that time 
is of the essence and so many Members 
want to get away Thursday, as expressed 
earlier by the majority leader. I hope we 
can complete the bill tomorrow. There
fore, whatever progress we can make to
day will be in good stead as we begin 
deliberations on Wednesday. 

Mr. CANNON. I am very glad to co
operate with the gentleman from Illinois 
in the hope that we will be able to make 
good progress with the understanding 
that no definite arrangement is made as 
to reading any particular part of the bill 
today: 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, the 
chairman of the subcommittee wishes to 
be rather clear on what is contemplated 
here. It is _hoped we will be able to read 
at least the :first paragraph tonight and 
perhaps a little more. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois asks unanimous consent that de
bate on the bill run throughout the day, 
the time to be equally divided between 
himself and the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CANNON]. 

Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill H. R. 3601, the De
partment of Agricult.ure appropriation 
bill for the fiscal year 1948, with Mr. 
HERTER in the chair. 

The Clerk read the t:".tle of the bill. 
The first reading of the bill was dis

pensed with. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUMLEY]. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, the 
hour has struck. The time has arrived 
for the Republican Party to put perform
ance ahead of promises. It is time for it 
to assume its responsibility to the people 
the. while it saves the small farmers of 
America from regimentation and de
struction. It is time for Congress to co
operate to that end. 

That there is a concerted attempt to 
consolidate agriculture and to make big 
business out of it under Federal control 
at the expense and wiping out of the 
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small farmer , as is also true with respect 
to small business, is not to be denied. It 
is admitted. 

While I did not and do not agree with 
all the items contained in the bill, I am 
in favor of many of them, for this is no 
time ror aflyamencan to count what·-

- votes it will cost him to oppose or to sup
port a program for economy and against 
paternalism. He must have the courage 
of his convictions. · This is the time for 
anybody with intestinal fortitude to 
stand up for his country despite the 
penalty he may pay to demagogs and self
seekers and job hunters. 

Over the last few years before and 
during the war ther e has grown up all 
over the country a group of paternalists, 
radi~ars and Socialists, who believe this 
is a good government to live under, so 
long as they can live off it. Do not forget 
it. Some of these people forget that they 
are themselves paying for all this alleged 
Government assistance. I cannot under
stand their attitude. The Government 
gets no money except by taxing these 
very people. What it hands to them it 
first takes from them, or somebody else. 

Economy is only practiced when it 
commences at home. It is time to econo
mize and to become stable and practical. 
We need to economize; and to do it, 
instead of talking about it, is the only 
way to have economy prevail. We must 
eliminate, cut down, and save to the 
utmost. Expenditures throughout the 
Government have pyramided beyond · 
reason and our ability to carry on. 

Attempts to threaten or coerce Mem
bers of Congress to vote for or against 
measures are un..:American approaches. 
The average hard-working farmer who 
is a member of the Grange or the Farm 
Bureau does not know and would not 
approve of the methods the "big boys" 
employ as they earn their salaries out of 
the pockets of the average farmer. It 
is a shame. 

I have lived my life in Vermont. I am 
for Vermont. I do nGt have to prove it. 
I am for Vermont farmers and their wel
fare. I do not have to say so. I will try 
to see that their needs are met and cared 
for. They know it. 

I hate hypocrisy and demagogery, and 
the spendmg of the · money of my Ver
mont friends to try to carry on a Henry 
Wallace program. I am opposed to it. 
We need to get back to the old-fashioned 
honesty of hard work and a fair price for 
its products. God knows when we will 
ever reach that discretion. 

This bill is both·a threat and a promise. 
Demagogs will call it all ki,nds of names, 
and hypocrites willla.bel it others. While 
I am opposed to some of its provisions, 
it is really a step toward a 100-percent 
America for the farmers of America. It 
needs some trimming; I admit I am for 
it and it will get it. 

Agriculture is the most essential indus
try in the world. It has long been one of 
the most independent of industries. The 
farmer who owned his farm and man
aged his own business independently and 
paid his own way was a king. He should 
be allowed to operate without Govern
ment interference or control. 

Organization is all right if not too com
prehensive. A too far-reaching control 
trom the Government becomes arbitrary 

and dictatorial. It will speed the end of It has been my endeavor to consider 
the small farmer. the appropriations for the Department 

Federalized agriculture spells the de- of Agriculture, which represents in the 
struction of initiative, destroys the desire Government my personal industry, in 
to make one's living off a farm, and exactly the same manner in which those 
eventually destroys America. Paternal- for Labor and FP.nP.rl=tl . P.P.eurjbz.__ wPrP_ -- -----
ism wherever it shows its head sho-uld be considered. This cc 
stopped, for it carries a poison which ~as based e:n.tirely upo 
buried ·other civilizations five deep. If Just ho"'\.V" much IJ 
we are to maintain our self-respect, c~:n . .l.r necessary for the e 
form of government, and wish to c~n.- the :n. umero1..1.s bure 
tribute to the acceptance of the respOIL_______Si- I:>epartme:n. t? Whe, 
bility in world affairs which is ours to out harm to the pee 
bear, or to shirk, we must begin with ~be Today the 'United 
real dirt farmer. This bill undertakes to the grim reality of h: 
protect him. This bill undertakes to of $259,000,000 , 000 .. 
place the responsibility for the farm pr::::::=:==- o- ovvn ho-u.se in order 
gram back on the farm; to eliminate gc::::::::::::::v- to vvea ther s1..1.ccessfu 
ernment control, regimentation, and ~n- We do not kn.o-vv ho 
necessary duplication of needless exper--::1se sa.r:t.ds of millions o · 
and effort. The only way to reduce ta>----ees called. -u.por:t. to le:n.d. • 
is to cut expenses. avvay to small nation 

The bill is not perfect. There ~re them from going be 
amendments to it which should be rna e. of commur1ism. So 
I will support them. I will support t-he vv~ be so careful in 
bill ·as it probably will be amended, ~or ings in. our domesti 
it is a step in the right direction in he same time see these 
interests of the farmers. It is time t-he nullified. by huge lo~ 
real farmers had a chance to oper te tries? H The two do 
their farms and be independent. T~ey same ca. tegory, in. 
will be either independent, or cease to e. mer are for peace 
. As one person said concerning all t he through o-u.r various 
schemes offered by the farm agents a=:::::::::::r:td. erz::tment, -while the 
bureaucrats: "Those boys in the e- ge:r:1.cy Ioa:n..s made i 
partment of Agriculture who want to -will preve:n..t a third. -~ 
federalize and paternalize the farn er Ir:t. cor1sid.eri.r:t.g thi: 
forget that they cannot beat God." Th~re ric1.1lture budget no, 
is so much in that statement one co1.==:1.1,.d. p.roach- it, ::first of all 
wisely spend a week or more consideri~:tg that $1,188,.571,318 
what it involves. the Presi.d.~ t for the 

The cuts which are made are most of cal year 1948, com:n: 
them wise. Some are unwise, in 1 Ju.l.y 1, of this- or:t.e 
opinion, and I so registered in, the s mer:t.t. The subcomiJ 
committee, as a hopeless minority . . · co.n.sid.ered each a.::n.. 

The cuts, and the reasons cffer hrmdreds of items, a 
therefor, will be fully gone into duri :tg to -vvhoever might c 
the debate which will follow. ti ve to an.y of ~hem. 

The subcommittee is composed of a. to the fioor of this 
group of good-natured fighters repr-e- vvhi:ch :r feel, -ger:t.e~ 
senting the country, and fighting for it. good. ir:t. the main.,. ha; 
and for the citizens who represent ag~i- red.uctiox:t: of $383,42~ 
culture, our farmers. tri.bu.tio:n.. from the J 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yi~ld. to-ward the ba1anciJ 
20 minutes to the gentleman from Mi 1~ Budget. -The far~e:J 
nesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]. a stake ~n. our fir:t.a.D 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. ChaL___r- a.n.y other group. 
man, may I first compliment the cha.L__r- are happy to make -, 
man of our Subcommittee on Appropri might be asked. of tht 
tions for Agriculture, · the gentlem:=======lr:t. d.er that our Na.ti.on..~s 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], for the ve----===:1 Y its affairs be made .~ 1 
fair and considerate manner in whi h No"'\.V", my frier:td.s, j 1 
he has handled the operations of t~is men.t, "'\.V"hen.. I voted u : 
subcommittee. Certainly, . we eig t r:t.ot vote to ir1crease 
members of this subcommittee haven ot bill by ~48,000 ,000, 1: 
always agreed. No bill contains mo e 
controversial matters than does the o e the gentleman. from 
now before the House. The problet :ts SE~] -well kn.o-vvs, vve 
have been approached strictly on a mittee -here later spe 
basis of nonpartisan consideration, at :td do so, that $148,000,() 
as to what is best for our Natio n_ for triple-A, -vvhich 1 
Never once do I recall during the nea ly propria. tior:t., co-u.1d. be 
2 months we were in session that a1 :tY ti.on 32 funds_ So, ~ 
political red herrings were dragged in~o to my good chairman 
these hearings by members of the sul pers-u.asiver:t.ess, I d..:ic 
committee. It has been a pleasure o item, as far as ecor:t.c 
serve with not only the other membe s vvas a:ffected. i.n a~y 
of the majority of this committee, ~r. ""'no"" vote upo:1:1 the r 
PLUMLEY, Mr. HORAN, and Mr. PHILLI S opposed the a.sk.:i.ng C 
of California, but also with the membe priatior:t. bills- We r.r 
of the minority, Mr. CANNON, Mr. SHE spect the rights of t 
PARD, and Mr. WHITTEN. - mittees of the ~ousc 
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· Might I state in reference to a 1-min

ute speech made ·by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] here today, in 
which he pleaded for more appropria
tions for REA, that REA will have avail
able on the 1st of July $550,000,000 for 
construction purposes. Do you know 
that REA has today allocated, but not 
expended, $325,000,000? That is the tes
timony of Mr. Wickard before our sub
committee. We are giving them an addi
tional $225,000,000 here, and surely, with 
better than half a billion, this subcom
mittee has done well by REA. We have 
seen to it that every cent that REA · can 
legitimately expend, when we consider 
the cost of labor and material; is given 
to them in this particular bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. I am rather interested 
in the gentleman's comments about REA. 
I have received a number of telegrams 
from local -REA associations expressing 
concern about some of these cuts. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Might I 
say to the gentleman from South Dakota, 
in the first instance, that it is just too bad 
that certain parties have misrepresented 
the action of our subcommittee in this 
matter. There are no better friends of 
REA in Congress than are upon this sub
committee-Democrats as well as Repub- · 
licans. May I assure the gentleman that 
every cent that REA can properly use is 
available for tnat great project the com
ing fiscal y~ar. We want it completed 
as soon as possible so as to bring to every 
farm home _in America this wonderful 
convenience. , 

Mr. MUNDT. I know the gentleman 
from Minnesota has be_en a long-time 
friend and supporter of REA. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I state 
to the gentleman that REA provides the 
light and electricity for my home farm 
in Minnesota. 

Mr. MUNDT. It is gratifying to have · 
the assurance that if this appropriation 
passes in the form it is now before the 
House the expansion and projection of 
REA to areas which are not now served 
can be continued without any crippling 
of the legitimate program. I think that 
is the gentleman's assurance, is it not? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Absolute
ly, and the entire subcommittee feels as 
I do. , 

Mr. WIDTTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. This fund for ad
ministrative expenses is cut appproxi
mately one-third. The gentleman would 
not take the position that that would not 
necessarily mean that applications for 
extensions and the approval of new loans 
and class B loans would be delayed. The 
gentleman hopes that it will not, but the 
gentleman cannot give us any assurance 
of that, can he? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I have a 
very high regard for my friend from Mis
sissippi but must differ with him because, 
after all, we have reached a certain pat
tern in the allocation of these loans and 
it is not necessary-and I have this word 
from some of my associations back · 

home-for these · engineers, account~nts, 
and so forth, to come out there con~inu-
ously from the national headqua ters 
and tell them what to do. These al oca-
tions, as the gentleman from Missis=:;ippi 
well knows, are mainly for B, C, a d D 
projects, and surely it is not now n~ces
sary to extend the same degree of s~per
vision. 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right; in__ ref
erence to the kind of allocations. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I d~ not 
agree with tb,e gentleman that we have 
done anything but good for the REA 
when we instill in them a little ca'---ltion 
toward economy. After all, why sl=::=::=::J.ould 
not they, as well as any other gm ____ ,ern-
mental agency, take their share o--. the 
cut. Four million dollars is going to--- give 
them -~mple money with which to do a 
good job. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman__ will 
agree that the applications for cl~ss B 
loans and other loans which should pro-

,'vide for area coverage still must ~orne 
into Washington and be approved ===::::h.ere, 
and these administrative funds are nec
essary to take care of them? · 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN, Cert====ainly 
they must come into Washington_ but 
not with all the red tape attached t~ the 
preceding ones. As I said, the pa ter'n 
has been set. I think it is time t~ get 
some of those attorneys out of the S<===:::>Iici
tor's office as well as some of the nu mer
ous employees out of the REA. rr::=='hese 
people can do something more w~rth
while for the Government than the===:y are 
doing in those particular positions. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yiel~? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yie ld to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Is the 
economy being made in REA large-y on 
administrative expenses? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Pr-acti
cally entirely in connection with th~ ad-
ministrative expenses. One-tenth only 
of the money asked for to extend lines 
was refused. 

Mr. BENNETT of Missouri. Jt i~ not 
on the constructio:t;l of lines? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. We gave 
to the REA in this bill 90 percent of what 
they asked for as far as loan auth<-.riza
tions are concerned. Remember that 
that $225,000,000 is piled upon the ~ther 
$325,000,000 which is also availabl~ for 
construction, having been allocate~ but 
not expended as yet. Look at Mr. ~ick
ard's testimony to that effect on page 
1434 of the RECORD. , 

Mr. COLE of Hissouri. Mr. C===::::h.air
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yi~ld to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. COLE of Missouri. I notic~ the 
report states that the $4,000,000 ex ceeds 
the amount appropriated for 194~ for 
REA. I wonder how that $4,000,00~ fig
ure compares with the amount the=y re
ceived in 1946. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. In 1945 
they had available for administrati~e ex
penses $3,246,000. In 1946 the an====:tount 
was $4,340,000 and $5,500,000 in 194.....----,. If 
we are ever to balance our budge~ and 
get down to sanity in the line of ex~end
ing money, each and every agency o f this 
g1·eat, rambling structure of the u-nited 

States Government will have to take 
proportionate cut. Much as I reg 
REA, no agency should be exempt fr 
the trimming which absolutely must 
done. 
· Mr. COLE of Missouri. This is t 

point in which I am vitally concern 
We know that in 1945 there was no po 
bility of expansion and extension of 
REA lines because it was impossible 
get the necessary materials and eq 
ment to expand. 

Will this $4,000,000 figure hamper 
hinder or delay the expansion of 
lines to those communities which are 1 
now served? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I do 1 
feel that this reduction in administra~ 
expenses will do anythin& but good. 

Mr. MUNDT. In line with what 
gentleman has said, and in further s1 
port of his position, reducing the amo 
of bureaucracy somewhat might cuts 
of the red tape· and actually expedite 
operations instead of delaying them. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I feel t 
that would apply to almost any Gove1 
ment agency today. We spend ab 
$34,000,000,000 for food for all of ( 
140,000,000 people. The President I 
asked for $37,500,000,000 for expenses 
Government. · Think of it. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. ] 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yiel , 
my good friend from South Dakota. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. AS 
matter of fact, of the proportion of 
$225,000,000 which would become av~ 
able for lines, is not the amount allo 
for administrative funds of the Rl 
namely, $4,000,000, larger than d 
have had some years? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. . I y~ 
to the gentleman from Illinois (] 
DIRKSEN] for answer to that quest· 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I was going to sa~ 
my friend, the gentleman from So 
Dakota, that on almost .one-half of 
amount requested they energized t\\1 
as much line in 1940 as they did in 19 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I t 
the gentleman from South Dakota U 
CASE] was referring to administra ' 
expenses. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes; that is wh 
am referring to. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Tli 
they certainly ought to be able to 
along on this $4,000,000. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Definitely; they ca 
have gone on with less. We thou 
the committee was extremelY. gener 
on that. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. -chairman, win 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yiel 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. From the beginnin 
have believed in the efficacy and 
good work of the REA. We all kli 
that it has shifted many of the burd 
and much drudg·ery from the back 
men and women to the muscles of i 
and steel driven by electricity. B 
object to much of the information ~ 
propaganda which has been sent 
misleading our people, trying to convi 
them that the failure of some farm 
to get electricity is the result of 
failure of Congress to appropriate s 
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funds. I have voted for appropriations 
and for increased appropriations for the 
REA. The reason that some of the 
farilJ#rS in the various districts cannot 
get · electricity is due not to the failm·e 
of Congress to pass sufficient appropria
tions to meet their needs, but rather to 
the costly, cumbersome, and inefficient 
administration of the Federal bu
reaucracy. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen
tleman is entirely correct. In my 
opinion, many of these so-called friends 
of rural electrification are doing that 
great work a disservice in bringing need
less pressure upon the Members of this 
House who have proven themselves time 
and again on both sides to be real 
friends of the REA. We will give REA 
every dime they need, but at the same 
time we do not intend to put more 
money on the shelf than is necessary. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. I hope there is no mis
understanding about this money that is 
now available as the gentleman men
tions. I do not understand the gentle
man to tell us there are $325,000,000 now 
available for allocation for loans to a 
cooperative that either wants to extend 
its lines or is now starting in business? 
That money has alre.ady been allocated. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. It has 
been allocated but not expended. 

Mr. POAGE. That is right. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. But the 

money is there and they will have it for 
construction purposes, when needed and 
when the materials and labor ru·e avail
able. 

Mr. POAGE. That is right, but the 
gentleman did not intend to say that 
everi the $225,000,000 will all be expended 
before the end of the fiscal year. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. No; I do 
not think it is necessary that it should 
be. Most of it will be allocated, how
ever. 

Mr. POAGE. Certainly it will be allo
cated during this comin~ year. The 
$325,000,000 which has been mentioned 
does not add 1 penny to the amount of 
money that is available to take eare of 
your people who do not now have lines. 
The $225,000,000 is all the money that 
is being made available during the next 
fiscal year to take care of people not 
now signed up. Is that not right? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I think 
the subcommittee has made every nec
essary provision as far as funds are con
cerned to keep this great project going 
in high gear. What more can the REA 
people ask? 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
my friend from Tennessee. 

Mr. JENNINGS. It has been my obser
vation and experience-and I think I am 
in a position to know, because I am down 
there in the middle of TV A, where there 
is an unlimited quantity of electric 
power-that the trouble about the exten
sion of this REA service is the inability 
of those who desire it or those who fur
nish it to obtain transformers and other 

equipment in the way of wire. That is 
the great trouble. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. And that 
will continue to be the great problem 
this coming year. More than ever that 
backs up the action of the subcommittee 
in doing what we have done. We have 
perhaps made more money available 
than they can ever use, but we want to be 
sure REA has enough. 

Mr. JENNINGS. The gentleman is ab
solutely right about that. The question 
is to get these facilities. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chaiiman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
my chairman. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I want to say to the 
gentleman from Tennessee that the Sec
retary of Agriculture himself in a letter 
told the committee that in all probability 
it will be as much as 20 months before 
they can get these transformers. 

Mr. JENNINGS. There is not a bit of 
doubt about that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The . time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 10 additional minutes. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I con
tinue with my speech, from which I have 
digressed to answer these inquiries about 
REA? 

The one heat problem, as far as agri
culture is concerned, is that of main
taining parity prices for our farm 
commodities. All other agricultural 

· problems sink into insignificance in com
parison with that of assuring a fair and 
equitable price for what the farmers pro
duce. I believe that the majority of the 
farmers of America will agree with me
one of these farmers-that payments 
need not be made to them in · order to 
make sure that our soil will be properly 
conserved. The av~rage farmer is inter
ested enough in his own farm and in his 
own soil to be willing to keep that soil 
up by the application of proper ferti
lizers, provided he receives sufficient 
money from the sale of his commodities 
to be able to do so. I 'am also satisfied 
that the majority of the farmers of the 
Nation resent the criticism leveled at 
agriculture in general at the acceptance 
of any subsidy whatsoever. We have 
been forced at times in the past to come 
to the Treasury for a portion of a fair 
price for our products which we should 
have received in the market. Triple A 
payments, as made the past few years, 
are vastly different from what were 
known formerly as parity payments, 
which . were made to the farmers of this 
Nation for the purpose of assuring to 
them at least 90 percent of parity for 
what they had to sell. The so-called 
triple A payments, in my opinion, do not 
come within this same category, and I, 
as one of the recipients of thse payments, 
believe that our Treasury needs this 
money today more than does the farmer. 
In line with this belief, I personally made 
the motion in subcommittee, which was 
adopted, to allot only $150,000,000 · to 
triple A for 1947 payments instead of the 
$267,000,000 provided in the budget re
quest. Further action by the subcom
mittee provides that there will be no 
triple A payments in 1948, and for the 

first time in many years our farmers wm· 
be strictly on their own. 

I ;;tm disappointed, however, in the 
fact that the subcommittee and the- full 
committee have seen fit to allow only 
$15,000,000 for the total of administrative 
expenses with which to take care of the 
National, State, county, and township 
operation of the entire triple-A struc
ture. We need and must have the 
triple A county and township commit
tees, through which to take care of om· 
sealing programs, and we will not be able 
to do that with a $15,000,000 appropria
tion. Let us keep in mind at this point 
that the national and State expenses for 
this work in 1947 were $8,871,868, while 
the expenses of the county associations 
were $20,039,088, a total of $28,910,956. 
In the proposal to limit this year the 
expenses of the entire triple-A structure 
to $15,000,000, we find . that of this 
amount $"1,950,000 is permitted to be ex
pended for national and State expenses, 
while $13,050,000 is allowed the county 
associations. I do not quarrel with the 
decrease in expenditure in the national 
and State set-up, but I do feel that it is 
practically the beginning of the end for 
the triple A county and township com
mittee set-up, when we propose to give 
them nearly $7,000,000 less than they had 
available iil 1947. 

Please keep in mind that there is 
. practically the same amount of work 
involved in making out the proper forms 
and writing a check to Jim Jones whether 
he receives $156 for his portion or 
whether that portion is approximately 
$90. The same computations are neces
sary, and I sincerely hope that the House 
will see fit to adopt an amendment re
storing the $7,000,000 for this purpose. 

The average farmer throughout the 
Nation knows just how badly we may 
need the county and township commit
tees in the future to take care of our 
price-support programs as the various 
emergencies arise, and I feel sure that 
this same average farmer will agree with 
me that it would be far better to take an 
additional $7,000,000 allotted for indi
vidual payments to farmers and give this 
additional $7,000,000 to the county and 
township committees instead with which 
to do a good job. Unless these commit
tees are available when needed, chaos 
can easily enter the agricultural picture 
and cost the Nation many times over the 
amount needed to keep these committees 
functioning. 

Mr. Chairman, it is my intention when 
we come to the proper paragraph of this 
bill to offer again a similar amendment 
to that wnich was defeated in the full 
committee only by a tie vote of 16 to 16. 
If there is any item in this bill in which I 
personally feel that our committee is in 
error, it is in this reduction of the admin
istrative expenses for the triple A com
mittee structure. Let us keep th'ese com
mittees, even at the expense of whittling 

, down the payments to the farmer. 
Mr. Chairman, it would require too 

much time to discuss the several changes 
that could be made in this bill. The gen
tleman from California [Mr. PHILLIPs] 
and I both feel that there is too much of 
what we might term departmental per
sonnel left in this measure. In accord-
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ance with that belief, I personally had in
s~rted in the report supplementary views 
as follows: 

I have concurred in the - majority report 
with the following reservations: 

A major portion of the cuts effected have 
been obtained through the reduction in ap
propriations for AAA, the school-lunch pro
gram, and the Farm Home Administration, 
together with reductions of a lesser de.gree in 
REA, Researc:q, Forestry, and other branches. 

I do not feel that proportionate cuts in 
personnel throughout the Department of 
Agriculture have been made consistent with 
those above mentioned. 

It is my intention to offer on the floor, after 
careful study, certain amendments designed 
to secure the balance which is desi.rable. 

May I point out that the American 
Farm Bureau Federation has issued a 
letter today in which it backs me up 
in this opinion that the cuts in personnel 
have not been deep enough. T.,et us 
glance at one or two for example. 

The immediate office of the Secretary 
has been allotted by the committee $18,
,;350 more than it had available in the 
year 1947. It does seem to me that it 
should not be necessary for the Secre
tary's immediate office to ' expend $2,-
137,560, and it is my intention later to 
offer an amendment which would reduce 
this to somewhat in ·line with the other 
cuts which have been made in this bill 
upon the farmers of the Nation. 

May we also glance at the Office of 
the Solicitor, which has been allocated 
in this bill $2,561,000, a decrease of only 
$54,000 under that available in 1947. 
When we consider, Mr. Chairman, the 
vast lessening of the various programs fn 
the Department through this bill, it 
would s·eem that the work of the Office 
of the Solicitor would also become g-reat
ly lessened, and there is no reason in my 
opinion for an appropriation· to the So
licitor's Office uf more than $2,000,000. 
This cut of $561,000, which I propose to 
offer as an amendment, will · do · much 
toward leveling off the cuts as they 
should be in the Department of Agri
culture. 

I might state that my good friend, 
the chairman of the subcommittee [Mr. 
DIRKSEN], suggested at least inferen
tially that a 20-percent reduction in per
sonnel in the Office of the . Secretary 
might well be made. This suggestion as 
to a 20-percent reduction in personnel 
throughout the ·Department of Agricul
ture has been advocated by the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, and I believe 
that that recommendation is very sound. 

We have noted the past few days in the 
press of the Nation, declarations of the 
sighs of relief that obtained in the De
partment of Agriculture at the small
ness of the cuts in personnel. Too much 
of the economy in this bill is at the ex
pense of others than the employees of 
the Department of Agriculture. We see 
evidence throughout the bill, as we do in 
every appropriation measure, that hun
dreds upon hundreds of personnel have 
been upgraded 1, 2, and 3 positions, un
til we have arrived at the point where 
we have all corporals, sergeants, lieu
tenants and others, with practically no 
privates to do the work. That should 
be changed. 

In conclusion, may I express the hope 
that the House will seriously consider the 

various amendments that will be offered 
in order that we might secure a better 
balanced bill. The farmers of America 
are willing to do their part in accepting 
these slashes as made and which we were 
compelled to make in the interest of 
economy. Is it asking too much, Mr. 
Chairman, that the governmental em
ployees in this vast bureaucratic struc
ture known as the Department of Agri
culture shall take a similar reduction in 
behalf of a .firm, stable economy in this 
_great United States of America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. HAYS]. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, it is an 
easy role, of course, to appear as a critic 
and I hope while I shall differ vigorously 
with the committee in some of its find
ings that some of the more constructive 
a.spects of what I say will not be over
looked, for I realize the committee has 
had a difficult job and the fact that some 
of us entertain strong' views of disagree
ment does not mean that. we are .lack
ing in appreciation of the · hard work 
that the committee . has done. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to speak primarily of 
the work of the Farmers Home Adminis
tration. I do this not to exalt the activi
ties of the administrative group any more 
than the contribution which . the Con
gress has made in the fundamental law 
pertaining to the farm tenancy program. 

I want to talk about the little farmer, 
I want to talk about the veterans, and 
I want to be entirely fair with those who 
have seen fit by committee action to 
reduce the appropriations for the little 
farmer and for the veteran who is a 
little farmer. I am sure that no Mem
ber of this House means to be unfair to 
the veteran, and sometimes, unconsci
ously perhaps, we ,hit below ,the belt as 
we plead for the veteran. I would like 
to disclaim that, and as I . have said in 
other debates in the House, I realize 
that the veterans' interests are tied to 
other interests. If he is a farmer, to 
the Interest · of the agricultural popula
tion in general. If he is a part of the 
business community, his interests are 
tied generally to those of the business 
community. I am aware of that. But 
here in FHA is a specific program that 
is being chan'neled for the farm youth 
who went to war and came back seek
ing an opportunity to reestablish him
self on the land. 

Here is a program that is being greatly 
jeopardized by the actio:t of the com
mittee in cutting out all of the appro
priations for the tenant-purchase pro
gram, reducing the administrative fund 
for the Farmers Home Corporation 
from $25,000,000 to $18,000,000; and re
ducing the rehabilitation loans and 
emergency crop loans, as we used to call 
them-they have been combined-from 
$90,000,000 to $60,000,000. It simply 
cannot be justified if I properly inter
pret the testimony of the agency officials 
and the comments that were made by 
the members of the committee as they 
heard Mr. Dillard Lassiter and his asso-· 
ciates. 

Let us go back briefiy to the history 
of the Farmers Home Administration. 

Every man who knows Marvin Jones re
spects him. I ·think that one of the 
finest monuments to any legislator is the 
Bankhead-Jo~es Farm Tenant Act, and 
it is proving itself. I am speaking now 
of the tenant purchase program. It is 
necessary to distinguish between the two 
phases of the Farmers Home Adminis
tration program, the rehabilitation 
lo&.ns and the tenant purchase loans or 
the ownership program. 

Speaking now of the tenant purchase 
program I must pay tribute to our former 
Member, Marvin Jones, who insisted, 
when the legislation was being evolved, 
upon two things: One was that it be 
anchored to the locality; that a county 
committee be designated to pass upon 
the soundness of the loans, and his wis
dom in that respect has been amply 
demonstrated. One reason that the pro
gram is working out is that a committee 
of farmers acquainted with land values 
has passed upon· the soundness of every 
loan. The second is the standard of per
sonal experience and fitness. The ap
plicant as well as the land must pass 
muster. 

Our Governm~nt, in inaugurating the 
farm tenancy program, had few exam
ples in other countries to help us. There 
was one pattern, and that was in Den
mark, where in one generation the ten
ancy ratio went down from 90 percent to 
less than 10 percent, but the Danes had a 
rather restricted experience. They were 
engaged largely in dairying, and we have 
in addition to our great dairy industry, 
of course, many other types to be con
sidered. But we paralleled Denmark's 
policy of liberal credit for the purchase 
of farms so that increasing numbers of 
American farmers might be able to say, 
"This is my own vine and fig tree," and 
as the prophet said, "There shall be none 
to make him afraid." So the law pre
scribed that loans should be for 40 years, 
for 100 percent of the value, and at 3-
percent interest. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Alabama. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I would like 
to make this observation, that while we · 
are m'aking these reductions under this 
appropriation act, the Taft-Ellender
Wagner bill over in the other body has 
been under consideration which pro
vided in section 10 an appropriation of 
$25,000,000 for rural housing for the first 
year of its operation. I understand that 
that bill will not come up on the fioor 
and that we will not have an increase of 
appropriations to carry out a rural hous
ing program. 

Mr. HAYS. I am glad to have the gen
tleman's comment. Incidentally, speak
ing of the housing program, it is true
and this is not a partisan statement since 
it involves a program begun by a Demo
cratic administration-but it is true that 
over a period of years there has been more 
spent in Federal funds, for housing in 
single cities than in rural housing in the 
whole United States, and yet if this f\P
propriation measure stands unamended, 
yoti are going to strike out of the bill 
something that is proving its soundness, 
without any doubt, and the figures are in . 
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this record submittted by the Farmers this action that they are not to have 
Home Administration. the credit that is necessary to enable 

Let me get pack to the figures. them to utilize to a maximum degree the 
I refer to the tenancy program. capabilities developed by the GI pro
What happened? You have loaned gram. 
under the Bankhead-Jones Act the sum We are not stopping the GI loans for 
of $282,000,000, with only a $50,000 loss. the city veteran. I regret to make this 
Now, you cannot find anywhere in the reference, but we are going right ahead 
governmental enterprise of noncommer- with business loans. If the veteran 
cial credit anything that is comparable wants a radio shop he gets a loan, and 
to that, and yet you propose to strike it if he wants to finance a new business 
out. he gets a loan, · but the committee says 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. t])at he cannot have a farm, not now, 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? under this l;>eneficent program. 

Mr. HAYS. I yield to iny friend from Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Wisconsin. Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur-

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Is it not ther? 
also true that those in the low-income , Mr. HAYS. I yield. 
groups in the cities received subsidies Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Possibly 
that were many, many times greater than· the only thing we have to offer in that 
the subsidies that were paid to these connection is the Cunningham .bill, that 
farmers? has been in the hopper for several weeks 

Mr. HAYS. Exactly. now. I do not remember all its provi-
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Extend- sions, but as I recall, it conforms to the 

ing over many years. Bankhead-Jones provisions. It applies 
Mr. HAYS. Right. There is no ele- only to veterans, if I remember correctly. 

ment of subsidy here. These men have Mr. HAYS. Yes·; I thank the gentle
gone out on the land and by hard work man for his contribution. He has helped 
have proved their right to a stake in it, me very much by these references. ' But 
a.nd they are making good. No one is no law will help if appropriations are 
going to stand on this floor and question withheld. 
this basic conclusion, and I submit that Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
we ought not to interrupt this program. man, will the gentleman yield? 
It has vast economic and social implica- Mr. HAYS. I yield. 
tions. l just cannot believe that the Mr. JONES of Alapama. A study of 
committee intends to interrupt it perma- rural-population indexes shows that to
nently. Then why lose this valuable day the per capita a·creage is increasing, 
time? I believe my friend from Illinois that is, the large farm is getting larger 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] thinks well of the record. as time goes on, and we are not making 
I believe that he is proud of the Bank- proper inducements to the small-farm 
head-Jones program. It undertakes to operator. 
reduce the frightening percentage of Mr. HAYS. Yes; I am glad to have 
farm tenancy in this country so that we that pointed out. That undoubtedly is 
can get it well below the 50-percent mark, the trend. 
where it was once, to a proper percentage I anticipate that the committee will 
throughout America. say that they do not want to encourage , 

I am not making any sweeping claims land inflation. That is in the report. I 
for farm ownership. I realize that in a recognize that danger. I agree that we 
country with diversified interests there would be unfair to some applicants to 
will be an element of tenancy, that in say, "Here is a loan, buy the farm." I 
some situations the renter relationship realize that. Certainly we ought to give 
is wholesome and economically sound. every encouragement to the measures 
It is not that I expect all farms to be that are being advanced for stopping the 
owner-operated. I realize it cannot be spiral in land prices. But the records 
done. I am saying-and this justifies show that the Farmers Home Adminis
my allusion to the· early history of the tration has avoided that misfortune. 
Bankhead-Jones Act-that it was a There has been an increase in their loans 
dangerous situation that called for the of only $13 a farm. They are handling 
enactment of this law, and I do not want the problem in a very effective way, by 
us to take a backward step. cutting out every element of speculation, 

Now about the veteran. These young and by full use of their facilities for land 
farmers have come back, a million of appraisals. 
them. A survey of the Army at one The War Assets Administration ' will 
time showed 650,000 of them, when they ultimately release 3,000,000 acres of agri
were asked, "What do you want when cultural lands as surplus war property. 
the war is over in the way of an eco- Much of this lane! should be sold to eligi
nomic opportunity?" saying, "A chance ble farm veterans. We should not de
on the land." prive them of adequate credit facilities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the There are other sources of farm land and 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. under the tenant-purchase program it 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield can be made available at terms which 
five additional minutes to the gentleman assure success. 
from Arkansas. The FHA's success has attracted the 

Mr. HAYS. These young men came veterans who wish to engage in farming. 
back, some of them 4-H Club graduates, On April 30, 41,000 of them had appli
some of them agricultural students. cations on file. To meet this situation 
We are spending now under the GI bill nonveteran loans were suspended in 26 
of rights millions of dollars to equip States. The agency has had a larger 
them through vocational training for volume of applications for operating 
farming pursuits, yet ·we would say by loans, approximately 150,000 this year, 

48,000 from veterans. If the appropria
tion is not increased, virtually no addi
tional production loans can be proce_ssed. 

Now, I believe that the Members give 
the Administrator, Mr. Lasseter, credit 
for a good p·erformance. He is following 
legislative policy closely in one of the 
most difficult ·jobs in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The Congress should not handicap the 
agency in its vital function. I, therefore 
hope the appropriations can be restored, 
as contemplated by the Bankhead-Jones 
Act and the Cooley Act. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. WINSTEAD]. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, the 
action of the subcommittee in this bill 
is deplorable. · They have broken faith 
with the American - farmer. I realize 
that reductions must be made in expend
itures. Many millions of dollars· have 
been cut off appropriations this year. 
and I have subscribed to r,1ost of them. 
I feel that cuts were in order in the Agri
culture Department, because certainly 
there are duplications '~·hich eXist 
throughout the Department. A careful 
review of this bill, however, discloses that 
the cuts are made in funds and there are 

· no requirements that the reductions be 
applied to eliminate- duplications. In 
fact I find nothing that would prevent 
the Department from keeping the high
priced administrative and supervisory 

- personnel and applying the cuts to the 
jobs of those in the local and county 
levels, which actually render the service. 
In other words, Mr. Chairman, the cuts 
in this bill are cuts in services to the 
farmer and not cuts in cost of service. 
In several regards this bill absolutely 
breaks faith with the American farmers. 

During the war the President, the Con
gress, and the Secretary of Agriculture 
urged the American farmer to plant 
every available acre to increase the food 
supplies of not only the United States 
but of other countries of the world. The 
American farmer heeded that call and 
has planted many acres which, under 
good farm practices, would have been 
better had they not been planted. In so 
doing -:,he natural resources have been 
depleted. Recognizing that situation, 
the Congress for some years past has 
provided for soil-conservation payments, 
Thus payments are not, as some describe, 
outright payments to the farmers or gifts 
from his Government, but they are made 
if the farmer himself will spend for each 
dollar of Federal payment $2 out of his 
own pocket for the protection of the fer
tility of the soil. In other words, if the 
farmer spends $3 out of his own pocket 
to protect this land, the Federal Gov
ernment has paid $1 on the basis that 
the Federal Government, and those to 
come after us, have an interest in this 
great natural resource-:-our soil. 

I believe this is a good program but 
whether it is a good program or not, in
sofar as this appropriation bill is con
cerned, we made an outright commit
ment to the American farmer last year 
when this bill was brought up because 
Judge Tarver, of Georgia, offered an 
amendment which fixed this program 
at $300,000,000 for this calendar year, 
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f~nds for which must be included in this 
bill. Judge Tarver at that time was 
chairman of this committee. He stated 
that he was offering the amendment so 
that it could not be misunderstood or so 
there would be no mistake in the matter. 
The Secretary of Agriculture announced 
such program after the bill of last year 
became the law. The various AAA 
offices of the States, of the counties and 
communities announced programs based 
on such figures. Action has already 
been taken. The programs have been 
acted upon, the farmers have done their 
part, and now when this committee re
duces such appropriation almost in half 
it is breaking a commitment which has 
been entered into and on which the 
American farmers have relied. Mr. 
Chairman, although I did not share in 
the opinion, I recall in recent weeks 
when Members 0f the Congress, includ
ing those on the Republican side of the 
aisle, advocated supplying to Russia 
certain lend-lease materials and certain 
industrial plants, even tho\lgh Russia 
had failed in many instances to carry 
out her agreements, all because they 
contended we had made a commitment. 
But here today we find many of that 
same crowd recommending that we 
break our commitment to the American 
farmer, who has fulfilled hie agreement 
100 percent. 

I believe that this type of program 
should be greatly reduced. The de
mands for food and for working every 
available acre, it is to be hoped, will let 
up in the next few years. ·This program 
should be tapered off, farmers will learn 
the value ·or protecting the soil them
selves and have done so, but certainly 
insofar as this year is concerned we are 
obligated to carry out our commitment. 

A study of this bill shows that the 
administrative expenses of the REA have 
been reduced approximately one-third. 
We all know that through the war prac
tically no expansion of this system was 
made. The war effort required so many 
of the materials that all of us in Congress 
have had to write many letters advising 
that materials and equipment were 
unavailable to provide such extensions. 
Each time I had to write such a letter I 
realized it was deplorable that this was 
the condition, because I know, Mr. Chair
man, that nothing could be more helpful 
to farm ·life and farm people than to see 
that electricity is available in the home 
and about the farm. Now that the war 
is over and plans are being made to 
expand the REA lines, now that the 
local directors would have the oppor
tunity to expand their systems and carry 
this splendid service to thousands of 
other farmers, we find this committee, or 
the majority of this committee, coming 
in with the report which will seriously 
cripple the operations of the REA. We 
all know that when an application is 
made from a local REA it must be proc
essed by the National Administration. 
We know that the office here must supply 
engineering advice and must help in 
securing supplies. We are almost 
altogether dependent upon the REA office 
to see to it that the new lines are placed 
on an area basis so that in the future 
still additional lines may be extended so 
that eventually all farms may have the 

benefit of cheap electricity. Cert~inly, 
the Republican members of this com
mittee are going to have the responsi
bility for keeping thousands of these 
farm homes from having electricity, but 
it is still more important these farm 
families living in those homes will not 
have the benefit of this great program to 
make their lot a little easier, their lives 
a little brighter. I believe that by all 
means this committee today should 
adopt an amendment replacing this ad
ministrative fund so that the Rural Elec
trification Administration can put on 
full steam and expand this system just as 
rapidly as possible. 

Also, I notice from this bill that the 
Republican members of the committee 
have provided for the repeal of section 
32 funds. These section 32 funds are 
made available under the act of 1935 as 
amended, wherein 30 percent of the 
customs revenue from competitive agri
cultural products brought into this 
country shall be set aside for the use of 
the Department of Agriculture to assist 
in the support of American grown agri
cultural products and in their utilization. 
Over the last 10-year period these funds, 
which under the basic law belong to 
Agriculture, have served to bale out the 
wheat farmer, the poultry farmer, the 
fruit grower, the corn farmer and the 
cotton farmer. To take away these 
funds now is in effect to repeal one of 
the great substantive laws which has 
kept agriculture on an even basis with 
other industries. I certainly hope that 
this House will review the action of the 
majority of this committee and strike 
out this effort to repeal section 32 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act. 

This report also strikes out all tenant 
purchase loans, all land purchases under 
the Farmers Home Administration. 
This organization has outstanding over 
$800,000,000 in loans now, and adminis
trative funds are reduced to the extent 
that it is my information that the losses 
may run as high as $50,000,000 for lack 
of provision under the bill to handle out-

. standing loans. The entire land pur
chase program is stricken from the bill. 
This means that the veterans, 35,000 of 
them, whose applications are now being 
processed will have no opportunity for 
a year at least to become home owners, 
yet funds were made available and other 
citizens were permitted to buy through 
the years that these boys were in the 
service and now that they are back and 
want to buy, this committee says no 
funds shall be made available. 

This bill fails in another particular, 
Mr. Chairman. We all recall that just 
a few years ago we were burdened with 
great surpluses of agricultural products. 
While today practically everything that 
is grown can be utilized either here or 
abroad, in just a few years we know that 
surpluses will again trouble us. We will 
have too much corn, too much wheat, 
too much cotton, and the Commodity 
Credit Corporation Act provides that the 
Federal Government guarantees either 
to purchase or to lend up to 90 percent 
of parity on such products. Thus we can 
easily see that it is highly desirable that 
every e:tfort be made to fully utilize these 
surpluses in agriculture products, be
cause to utilize them will be to prevent 

the Federal Government from having to 
purchase or lend money on them and in 
the long run will be cheaper; 

We know the value of research, we 
have seen it in hybrid corn, we have seen 
it in the improved cotton seed, and in 
practically every phase of agriculture. 
Under the Hope-Flanagan bill, providing 
for research and utilization and market
ing of agricultural products, $19,000,000 
was provided for the next fiscal year. 
Yet this committee, after first refusing 
to make any appropriation, has recom
mended only $6,000,000. It is my judg
ment that this sum should be increased 
to at least $9,500,000 because each dollar 
spent in research and utilization of agri
cultural products will probab!y save 
many times that much in causing such 
products to be used the coming year and 
in keeping it out of the category of 
surplus. 

Mr. Chairman, I have attempted to 
point out wherein this bill is very de
structive. As I stated at the outset, one 
of the greatest disappointments in this 
bill is in the fact that it does not cut out 
duplications and does ·not reqt!ire the 
reduction in personnel in the national 
and district offices as it should. I am 
sure that the Department will reduce 
personnel due to the fact that funds are 
simply not available, but there is noth
ing in the bill which will prevent the 
Department from applying the cuts in 
the field and to the employee at the local 
level who actually renders the service to 
the far:cers, and retain the high-priced 
·supervisory personnel. No, Mr. Chair
man, I am not opposed to reductions in 
appropriation, but I think they should 
be applied in the right place and in such 
way as to cut out duplication. The 
American farmer is not receiving too 
much service. The cost of the service 
that he does get is too great and it is 
there that these reductions should have 
been made. I think that one little thing 
in this bi11 will indicate what the Re
publican majority has had in mind. The 
Secretary of Agriculture is getting a new 
limousine, bUt the American farmer is 
getting 50 percent reduction in service 
in the payments which he has earned 
under an outright contract between his 
Government and himself. The Repub
licans have a majority of the votes in 
the Congress, but certainly they will 
make a serious mistake not to accept the 
amendments which will be offered by our 
party to correct the tragic provisions of 
this bill, which I have pointed out. A 
more patriotic, hard-working group than 
the American farmer does not exist. 
Certainly, I for one expect to keep faith 
with him. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to tlle gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, most of us from agricultural dis
tricts are greatly disappointed in this 
bill. I think every Member of the House 
who represents an agricultural district 
knows that. 

Our farmers have probably reached 
the most stable basis in American agri
culture. We have made great progress. 
We have made progress when it comes 
to conserving our soil. · We have made 
progress in improving oux pastures. We 
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have made progress in greater yields per 
acre. We are rotating crops, terracing 
lands, conserving soils, reforesting mar
ginal lands, dredging low lands, and 
making· the greatest progress in our 
history. I think it can be said without 
any fear of successful contradiction that 
American agriculture now is upon the 
firmest foundation in American history. 
But along comes this bill. I do not want 
any mistake made about it. I have 
never indulged in partisan policies on 
this tloor, but I want the farmers to know 
and I want the country to know that 
this is a Republican bill. It is the prod
uct of Republican brains, and I think 
that some of our friends on the left who 
can now take full credit for it, should 
pause to think. The farmers are going 
to know what political party is responsi
ble for this bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. I yield 
brietly. 

Mr. GROSS. It may be a Republican 
bill or any other bill, but I am going to 
support it because it is going to save· 
thousands of Grs from going into bank
ruptcy, due to the reckless loaning of 
money to the Gl's by a Government that 
is just a do-good outfit. 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I did not yield for a speech. I have 
the gentleman's statement and I am not 
surprised at his going along with his 
Republican leaders in supporting this 
bill to cut the American farmers. The 
gentleman usually goes along with his 
party. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have time· to 
discuss everything in the bill that I would 
like to discuss, but there are some cuts 
in the bill that are so hurtful, some cuts 
in this bill that stick out like a sore 
thumb, that I. am constrained to devote 
my short time to those matters. 

Of course, the bill as a whole, if we 
might use Shakespeare's language, "is 
the most unkindest cut of all.'' I do not 
know of a single agency in the Federal 
Government that has suffered so much 
at the hands of this Republican-con
trolled Congress as the Department of 
Agriculture. I know of no group that 
has suffered so much and will suffer so 
greatly as the man between the plow 
handles, as the result of this bill. Why 
should this happen to the farmers? As 
one who was born and reared on a farm 
and who now lives on a farm, I protest 
the treatment of the farmer by theRe
publican leadership in this Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, under the question of 
soil conservation, they have cut the item 
for soil conservation research-that is 
something that every man who is in
terested in the United States should be 
interested in, every man in the city ought 
to be interested in, planning to make this 
country greater, agriculturally speak
ing-and to do that we ought not cut 
out the very vital element of research. 
We must have knowledge. It is the 
foundation of our great agricultural 
progress. Our new knowledge has con
tributed to the bountiful crops we now 
have-great crops-great yields-na
tional agricultural security. Yet this 
grea_t subcommittee in the Eightieth 

Congress has seen fit to cut this item, 
not by 10 percent or 20 percent or 30 
percent, but by 52 percent. 

I have read the report. I know the 
philosophy under which the committee, 
or perhaps I shquld say the distinguished 
chairman, the affable gentleman from 
Illinois cut this item. But I disagree 
with the committee and with the chair
man in this. We must continue to have 
research and experimentation for our 
farmers just as we have in other phases 
of vital American life. This cut of 52 
percent is too deep, to say the least. 

In the Conservation Service, in the Soil 
Conservation Service, they have made a 
cut of 12% percent, but. that cut is based 
upon the number of -soil-conservation 
districts we had last year. If you con
sider the number· of districts, 1,838, 
which we had at the time of the writing 
of the bill last year, it is a cut of 12% 
percent, but we have 200 more districts 
now and the districts are now·increasing 
at the rate of about 20 a month. I am 
informed that if you take into considera
tion the districts as they now stand the 
cut . is about 22 percent. That means a 
lack ' of personnel out in the field. I 
believe in economy, but if you are going. 
to cut out the man who goes out . to the 
farm to help the farmer, goes out and 
helps the one-gallus farmers, what can 
you expect in this country? The field 
personnel help in many farm programs 
and this cut means less help for the 
farmer. I do not like that cut. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish now to talk very 
brietly about another cut in this bill 
which is very bad. In 1946 when the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia, 
Mr. Tarver, took this fioor and offered 
his amendment to fix the triple A pay
ments or soil conservation payments at 
$300,000,000,. it-was adopted in this House 
overwhelmingly. The gentleman from 
Georgia-then, as is revealed by the record, 
put the House on notice that it .was estab
lishing a precedent, that it was establish
ing a fixed sum and he warned the 
House that if they did not want to do 
that then was the time to vote against it. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. I yield. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. It goes even fur

ther. It goes so far as to fix it by statu
tory law. It becomes law. 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. That is just 
what I am getting to. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Very brietly. 
Mr. GORE. And when the Congress 

took that action it made a commitment 
with the farmers of the country. Fol
lowing that action the programs have 
been signed, the farmers have entered 
into the operation of the program, yet 
now we are breaking faith, we are re
neging on that contract. 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. I thank the 
gentleman. That is what I was just 
coming to. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. No; my 
time is short; I yielded to the gentle
man once, and I ask him please to let me 
continue with my remarks. 

At that time Mr. Tarver, in pr~senting 
his amendment, said this: 

Mr. Chairman, I am presenting for the 
consideration of the Committee of the Whole 
the question to which I made reference a 
few moments ago; that is, whether or not you 
are going to authorize for the crop year 1947 
program $300,000,000. I am presenting it in 
language which is so definite in character as 
to admit of no misconstruction. It is the 
time now to decide whether you want to re
duce the 1947 crop-year program, not next 
year after the plans of the Department and 
those ,of State AAA authorities and the farm
ers have already been completed. If we want 
to ·reduce it, reduce it now and reject my 
amendment and offer some other amendment 
to indicate a lower figure. 

But if you want to fix it definitely and in 
such ·form as to enable the farmers of the 
country to rely upon it implicitly so that even 
the Bureau of· the ~udget cannot disregard 
it, then adopt the amendment which I have 
offered. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what the gen
tleman from Georgia said in submitting 
the amendment and it is written into the 
act. We Democrats consider this a sol
emn obligation of the Government of the 
United States. · Acting upon that, allo-:
cations were made to the various States. 
An allocation was made to the State of 
Louisiana and all others and that alloca~ 
tion, that money, in the various States 
has already been largely allocated and 
taken up in effect in the numerous States. 
In the State of Louisiana on April 30 
there had been allocated of its allotment 
69 percent. 

What are we going to do? Along 
comes this committee, speaking for the 
Rep'!lblican Party in the Eightieth Con
gress, and says, "We know in effect that 
the Congress did that, but one Cong1:ess 
cannot bind another Congress." There 
is no disputing the fact that one Con
gress cannot bind another Congress, but, 
Mr. Chairman, one Congress can write 
a solemn commitment and we on this 
side ·of the aisle take the view that this 
was a commitment and we want and 
urge this Congress to live up to it. 

Mr. Chairman, what are we going to 
do? What is the American farmer go
ing to expect in the future? What can 
the American farmer rely on? The Re
publican leadership has gone back on 
this 1946 amendment and declines to 
give the American farmer this fund 
which we think the last Congress prac
tically committed. We take the position 
that this is an obligation, a commitment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman five additional minutes. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen
tleman realizes, of course, that in each 
and every contract signed up this spring 
there is a clause that the carrying out 
of the contract by the Government de
pends upon the action of the Congress in 
making the funds available? · 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Every 
farmer, I will say to the gentleman from 
Minnesota, knows that all these pay
ments depend upon the money being ap
propriated by the Congress of the United 
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States; but every farmer expects the 
Congress of the United States to live up 
to Jts commitments, even if the Repub
licans are running Congress. Do not 
forget that there are Republican farmers 
relying on this also, and if this money 
is not made available to them they 
should know who is doing it to them. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had time to go 
ahead and discuss briefly other . things. 
The school-lunch program has been cut 
from $75,000,000 to $45,000,000. That 
goes into the stomachs of the poor chil
dren out in the country. You have seen 
fit to cut it. Oh,' yes, you can vote to 
send things to Europe, but some of you 
cannot vote to fill the stomachs of the 
poor hungry child. I hope you will vote 
to correct this situation and provide . 
funds for these school lunches. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. There were re
corded here the other day only 86 votes 
against sending $350,000,000 more to 
Europe. · 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. That is 
right, and most of the gentlemen on the 
right and the left voted for it. 

Now, I want to discuss something else 
here very briefly in conclusion, and that 
is section 32 funds. More than 10 years 
ago this Congress went on record and ar
ranged through our imports to get a cer
tain fund. Everybody in this House 
knows about it. That fund was. also 
solemnly dedicated, but we have seen the 
spectacle in this House in the good year 
of 1947 that this august body voted in 
effect a few minutes ago and probably 
will vote again later, because you have 
the votes to do it with and we recognize 
that, to take section 32 funds from the 
farmer entirely. We recognize the fact 
that the Republican steam roller is roll
ing along smoothly and it will probably 
roll along· smoothly on this bill. But, you 
have seen fit to cut that fund out. You 
have seen fit to take that fund from the 
great American farmer, and you have got 
the votes to do it with. Gentlemen, that 
is the farmer's money. That is a sort of 
sacred fund. That fund has a solemn 
dedication, and we have throughout the 
years recognized that. The Democratic 
Congresses never wavered from the com
mitments of 1935, but here in this good 
time of 1947 it is being snatched away, 
ruthlessly taken away from the American 
farmers. I do not think that our farmers 
are going to like that. Even Republican 
farmers are not going to like that. 

I do not think, Mr. Chairman, that the 
farmer who gets up before daylight and 
works into the night, I do not think that 
the young men coming back from the 
armed services who helped to win this 
war and who are going back to the farms 
and who have to work early and late as 
I did back there, I do not. think that they 
are going to like it and I plead with you 
not to do this. The late Senator Borah, 
a great Republican, I understand offered 
the amendment for the section 32 funds, 
and yet in 1947 under the leadership of 
his party, the great work of Borah is 
stricken down. 

I plead that we may forget partisanship 
and stand by our farmers, North, South, 

East, and West. This)s a national prob
lem. Agriculture must be sustained. Let 
us vote on both sides of the aisle to re
store these funds to the American 
farmer. 

I appeal to this House to rectify this 
· great injustice to producing America. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. DAVIS]. 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I do not think it can be success
fully disputed that the Federal Govern
ment has wasted billions of dollars in 
the past ·10 to 15 years. It cannot be 
disputed that a great deal of money has 
been spen.t unnecessarily. It is cer;.. 
tainly time that this Government should 
about face and economize wherever pos
sible, in order that the _heavy tax burden 
now being borne by the -American peo
ple be reduced, and in o'rder that the 
tremendous public debt of approximately 
$260,000,000,000 be- reduced as rapidly 
as possible. 

I expect to cooperate with economy-· 
minded Representatives in Congress, to 
that end, whether they be Democrats or 
Republicans. I firmly believe that gov
ernmental expenditures should be 
sharply curtailed, that taxes should be 
reduced as rapidly as possible, and that 
the public debt should be reduced as 
rapidly as possible. . 
· I do not ·believe, however, that this 
appropriation bill which we are con
sidering today should pass as it has been 
reported out by the Appropriations 
Committee. Before we vote on this very 
important measure, I want to call to the 
attention of the committee and of the 
House, that, at the present rate of soil 
erosion, about one hundred and seven 
million acres, or approximately 25 per
cent of our farm land,· is deteriorating 
rapidly. That is to say, the fertility of 
our . soil and the top soil itself, is being 
depleted by the growth of soil-depleting 
crops and by erosion caused by rainfall 
and dust storms. The experts who make 
it their business to know the facts con
cerning soil depletion and soil erosion 
state that unless this approximately one
fourth of our cropland is treated within 
the next 13 years-by 1960-it will be 
irreparably damaged,· and that it will be 
too late to take remedial steps after 1960 
for this one-fourth portion of our crop
land. 

In addition to that, there is another 
portion of our cropland which is rapidly 
eroding. More than 110,000,000 acres of 
our cropland is eroding in such a serious 
way that its productive capacity will be 
permanently impaired unless that acre
age is treated within 23 years from this 
time-by 1970. 

In the first part of April this year, be
cause of the fact that I realized that the 
preservation of our top soil and our pro
ductive cropland is of vital importance 
to all of us, I asked the Legislative Ref
erence Service of ·the Library of Congress 
to give me a report of croplands which 
would show the rate per annum at which 
our soil resources are being depleted, 
and which would show whether the rate 
of depletion is decreasing or increasing, 
comparing the present-day rate with 
the rate 10 years ago, and 25 years ago. 
On May 1, 1947, I was furnished this re· 

port. It. shows that the rate of deple
tion by erosion on unprotected land is 
increasing with every year of use. It 
shows on conservation-protected land 
an entirely different situation; that is, 
that on conservation-protected land, 
the rate of depletion is decreasing rap
idly, and there is little, if any, loss of 
soil from such land for such time as the 
protection is maintained. This report 
shows, however, that approximately 90 
percent of the farm land which is sub
ject to erosion is still without adequate 
protection. 

For the country as a whole, then, the 
total depletion is reduced as· the acreage 
of completely treated land is increased. 
This report shows that the rate of ero
sion is increasing, but the area in which 
erosion is taking place is being reduced 
as the conservation treatment pro
gresses. This reduction of area in 
which ·erosion is · taking place has been 
due in large measure to the soil-conser· 
vation program of the Agriculture De
partment of our Government. 

The report which I mentioned above 
gives the further important information 
that about 500,000 acres of former crop
land is being ruined each year as the 
result of erosion, and is rendered useless 
for any further practical cultivation. 
Surely these facts are sufficient to im
press thinking people with the fact that 
a continuation of the conservation pro
gram of our Department of Agriculture 
is very necessary. 

I believe that this report, which was 
furnished me by the Legislative Refer
ence Serv:ice of the Library of Congress, 
is conservative. I believe that it is re
liable. I do not believe that it is exag
gerated. I asked for it so that I might 
have the facts to make up my own mind 
when the question of continuing this soil 
conservation program came up in the 
Hom;e. The financing of this soil con
servation program, in my opinion, is an 
instance of money well spent by the 
Government. 

In the time allotted to me, I cannot, 
of course, begin to cover the many items 
contained in this appropriation bill. 
There is one other item, however, which 
I wish to discuss more or less briefly. 
That is the school-lunch program. 

Again I wish to state that I expect to 
cooperate with all those who want to run 
the Government economically. But if an 
item is appropriate for Government 
financing, why not finance it aaequately? 
This is not an issue that ought to be 
straddled. Either the school-lunch pro
gram is a good program or it is a bad 
program. 

The Appropriations Committee, by 
their action in setting up $45,000,000 for 
the school-lunch program, has endorsed 
it, and given it the committee's approval. 
Forty-five million dollars, however, is not 
enough to finance the program for .the 
coming school year. Seventy-five million 
dollars is the amount needed. Even with 
$75,000,000 appropriated for the school 
year which ends June 30, 1947, we still 
lacked $6,000,000 of completely financing 
the program for this current school year. 
It was necessary to go thrcugh a battl~ 
on the floor of the House on April 1 to get 
this additional $6,000,000 to carry the 
program through the school year. If we 
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are going to finance the program, why 
not finance it at one time and eliminate 
all the hurly-burly and scurrying around 
and fighting on the floor of the House be
tween those who favor the program and 
those who oppose it, as we had to do on 
April - 1 to get this little deficiency 
balance? 

How is it consistent to vote for forty
five mi111on and refuse to vote for $75,-
000,000? 

I do not think it is necessary to reit
erate and argue here that this school
lunch program means better health for 
school children through defeating mal- . 
nutrition. There are many children 
throughout the United States who do 
not receive balanced meals at home, 
but who through the school-lunch pro
gram have been able to receive one 
complete, balanced meal per day. This 
means a great improvement in health. 
It means that the general health · and 
well-being of the children have improved, 
and that the children actually m.ake 
better grades when they receive this bal
anced lunch at school. The improve
ment in their physical condition will go 
with them throughout. their entire lives. 

In this connection, I cannot help re
membering one of the first speeches I 
heard here when I became a Member 
.of Congress in January. I well remem
ber that on January 8, which was the 
.third day the House held sessions at 
the present term, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], chairman of the 
subcommittee which brought out the 
_present bill, took the · floor of the 
House and made quite a lengthy speech, 
.calling the attention of the Mem
bers of the House to the very large 
proportion of young men examined 
for military service who were found 
unfit physically. He gave the actual 
figures and the percentages in every 
.State in the Union and this can be 
found on page 186 - of the CoNGREs
siONAL Ri:CORD under date of, January 8, 
1947 The percentage of young men 
rejected for military service because of 
physical unfitness ranged from 23.1 per
cent in Utah, which was the lowest, to 
44.2 percent in South Carolina, w-hich 
was the highest. In the gentleman's 
speech he pointed out that the principal 
causes for rejection were eye defects, de
fective teeth, defective feet, and heart 
ailments. 

It is well known that a proper, bal
anced diet is a great contributing factor 
to good eyesight, good teeth, good bones, 
and robust physical development. On 
January 8 the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] was greatly concerned 
about the physical fitness of our young 
men for military service. We should 
be greatly concerned now about the phys
ical fitness of our young people. It is 
of the utmost importance to our future 
security that our young men and young 
women should be strong, healthy, and 
physically fit. One of the cheapest and 
most effective ways in which we can as
sure this physical fitness is to provide 
them the proper food which they wilt 
get through this school-lunch program, 
which, in the long run, is money well 
spent and money well applied. 

I especially call the attention of the 
committee in the House to the analysis 
of funds for the national school-lunch 

program, as submltted by State educa
tional agencies, which was placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on February 17, 
1947, by Senator AIKEN. This table shows 
that the school-lunch program is wel
comed throughout the United States, in
cluding the District of Columbia. The · 
children of Illinois, the home State of 
the gentleman who is the chairman of 
the subcommittee reporting this appro
priation bill out, have written letters to 
me asking me to support the school
lunch program. I have had similar re
quests from many sections of the United 
States. In this analysis of funds on page 
1069 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is 
given a complete tabulation of the 
amounts allotted to each State. It is 
something every Member should read 
and study. 

How can we refuse to continue this 
program on an adequate basis, in the 
face of the fact that we are sending hun
dreds of millions of dollars aP over the 
face of the earth, that we are subsidizing 
users of the mail by paying a part of 
their postage expense, that we are sub
sidizing ocean traffic, air traffic, and 
other items considered to be in the na
tional interest? 

I have heard it said by the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee, the 
gentleman from New York, that the 
States have plenty of money and ought 
to finance this program themselves. ori 
one occasion, at the very time- this con
tention was being made by the gentle
man from New York, a strike of school 
teachers was going on in the gentleman's 
own home State, which in itself indi
cates that the State was not financing its 
school program, and I presume because 
of lack oi funds. Certainly they would 
not refuse to pay the teachers if they 
had the money. We cannot insist that 
money be taken from funds needed for 
school teachers' salaries and apply it to 
the financing of a school-lunch program. 
No one wants the school teachers to pay 
for the school-lunch program, which 
that would mean. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2,0 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PHILLIPS]. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I have very great confidence 
in the farmers of America. It would 
seem that I have a greater confidence 
than the gentleman who preceded me, 
the distinguished gentleman from Lou
isiana. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman ~rom Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Does not 
the gentleman from California feel that 
the average farmer in America wants 
to do his share toward helping to bal
ance the budget of this great Nation? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. From 
the days of Cato when he spoke of the 
farm population as being the safest, the 
population most to be trusted, and the 
population less given to intrigue, I think 
we have found in every emergency, and 
especially in the history of this Nation, 
that the solution of that emergency and 
the strength to meet the emergency have 
come primarily from the rural areas of 
America. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Does the 
gentleman feel that we on this subcom
mittee or we in Congress would be doing 
anybody, whether he be a veteran•or a 
nonveteran, a favor by helping him to 
buy farm lands today which are inflated 
out of sight above their true value? · It 
would simply mean that that particular 
man would go broke in a few years. I 
certainly cannot see where we have done 
anything but justice in eliminating en
tirely the farm-tenancy program for 
the present. We will restore these loans 
when land prices moderate in value. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Trans
lated into the simple language of the 
gentleman from Minnesota there is no 
answer but "No." I agree. I do not think 

-this House at any time desires to appro
priate less money than is needed for the 
essential agricultural requirements of 
America, nor does it wish to appropriate 
any money which would be disadvan
tageous to the veterans, to the young 
men, or to the farmers. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield 
to the gentleman from Arkansas. · 

Mr. HAYS. My reading of the record 
did not reflect that there was any testi
mony offered tQ the committee to the 
effect that the Bankhead-Jones loans 
are adding at all to the innationary in
fluences in this country at the present 
time. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Will the 
gentleman permit me to answer that very 
brie:fiy? 

The evidence before the committee was 
that the prices of farms, such as those 
desired by the young men who would ask 
for a 100-percent loan, had risen to a 
point where a break in price or a .reces
sion was about to occur. There were in 
many areas of the United States definite 
evidences of people anxious to sell their 
far~, anxious to sell them under the 
terms of these 100-percent loans, because 
by that means Uncle Sam would be as
suming the burden and they would be 
out from under, and would have loaded 
them upon the shoulders· of the veterans 
before the recession went any further. 
That was very definitely before the com
mittee and had, I think, the largest in
fluence in removing that particular fund 
until this committee, and until the whole 
Congress,-could see just what situation 
develops. I think the gentleman from 
Arkansas will agree with me that in the 
past this House has never been nig
gardly toward the ve-terans or toward 
the younger farmers under any of the 
acts passed by this House. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen
tleman will recall the President's state
ment last week which had a great influ
ence on the subcommittee in revising 
their estimates on this particular item. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. The gen
tleman from Arkansas is familiar with 
that statement by the President of the 
United States that we are in a dangerous 
period for the purchase of farms, and 
that did in:fiuence the committee. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
H. CARL ANDERSEN] and I as two members 
of the subcommittee which brought the 
bill to the floor and two of the members of 
that committee who represent districts 
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which are almost entirely agricultural, 
have added to the su}Jcommittee report 
what might be called minority reports. 
They are not minority reports in the 
sense that we opposed the other members 
of the committee. They are additional 
views, in which both of us separately 
have said that. in our opinion this bill 
is not cut as much as it could be. Re
member that we speak for farmers, we 
speak for men and women who went to 
the polls in November and -said that they 
wanted a sound economy, that they 
wanted a balanced budget, and that they 
felt that if we are to support the entire 
world in a style to which that world 
hopes to become accustomed, it is better 
for all of us, including the farmers them
selves, to do it with sound money and 
with a balanced budget. 

We have here another one of the great 
rambling agencies of Government, with 
no deliberate desire to grow, .but simply 
growing through the requests of the 
farmers of America, from a small agency , 
to one which now covers acres of ground 
and employs 70,000 people. 

So, I agree with the gentleman from 
Minnesota who has ah·eady spoken, that 
there are many places in this bill where 
further cuts could have been made. 

It is not my desire to talk about the 
whole bill. I would like to pay my re-

. spects as the newest member of the Sub
committee on Agriculture to the -chair
man and to the other members who did 
a tremendously hard job. It is not easy 
to cut a bill. It is very easy to appro
priate money. It is tremendously hard 
to cut a bill and to cut it especially in 
matters with which you are so closely 
associated as all of us were. 

So I thought I woulg take one or two 
of the items tbat are in the bill and say 
a little about them and .suggest what 
might have been behind the cuts, in my 
mind at least, and in my vote in the 
subcommittee. · 

The AAA appropriation, that is, the 
· payments to the farmers for doing things 
which most of them would have gladly 
done without the payments, and which 
. they would have to do if they are to con
tinue to be successful farmers, is one of 
the items now which c.omes up for dis
cussion. It is said that we cut a great 
deal of money from that appropriation. 
I point out now that the Bureau of the 
Budget wished to apply $100,000,000 of 
section 32 funds to those payments, a 
transfer of funds with which the sub
committee was not entirely in favor. We 
actually took off that item about 
$117,000,000. . 

It has already been pointed out, before 
I came on the floor, that these payments 
could be divided into groups of certain 
sizes. There was some 63 percent of the 
total in checks of $60 or less; that is, the 
money total. They went, however, to 
only 22 percent of all the farmers who 
are receiving these payments. There 
was 17 percent in ~oney total going to 
the farmers who received checks of from 
$60 to $100. There was, however, 19.31 
percent, or less than 20 percent of the 
money, going to 60 percent of the farmers 
in checks of from $100 up. 

I ask you, Mr. Chairman, and anyone 
who knows the farming situation, if you 
do not agree with me that practically all 

of these farmers would not only have 
made the same improvements or done the 
same work on their farms and that they 
would have done it without the payments 
from the Federal Government as quickly 
as they would have done it with the pay
ments. I received a petition a year ago 
from one of my counties asking us to stop 
these payments, even though the signers 
were receiving them. I find it difficult 
to believe that the farmers themselves 
are doing the mourning which is heard 
upon the floor of this House today. 

I wish to call the attention of the 
Members of the House to an actual con
tract, which I hold in my hand, sent to 
me by the man and woman, joint owners 
of a farm, for whom it was filled out and 

·to whom it was sent. He sent it to me 
saying that he hoped this could be cut 
out and would I please do all that I could 
to see it is eliminated. 

I want to call the attention of the 
House today to the words printed in very 
plain type on the front of this contract at 
a place where they could not possibly be 
missed, if a farmer even looked at it 
casually, in readable type, and not in the 
proverbial fine type on the back of the 
contract which we joke about in insur
ance contracts. This is what it says: 

Payments under the 1947 agricultural con
servation program are subject to the appro
priation hereinafter made for this purpose by 
the Congress. 

The committee decided that we could 
pay the people who would receive $60 
or less the full amount, those who would 
receive $100 three-quarters of the pay
ments, and those who would receive from 
$100 to $500 half the amount, and those 
who would receive over $500 nothing at 
all, or up to a quarter of their amount. 
We certainly have fulfilled any obliga
tion which might have been imposed, 
not by us but by the field representatives 
of the Department, for the smaller 
farmers of the United States who have 
been so emotionally spoken about today. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. PACE. The gentleman- has read 
the language that was carried in the 
agreement: Inasmuch as similar lan
guage has been carried there for many 
years, and the Congress has consistently 
in past ·years met its obligation a~d ap
propriated the funds, just exactly how 
far does the gentleman think that his 
farmer and my farmer should go re
garding that as something that deterred 
him from engaging in the practice him
self? I would like to get the gentle
man's practical experience from his con
tact with the men in the field. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. If we 
may leave it as a practical proposition, 
it becomes a very easy question to an
swer. It is still a fact, whether the 
farmer read it this year or 2 years ago. 
If the farmer received a check in pre
vious years, there was no reason for him 
to believe the statement was not a fact 
in the contract which he read this year. 
The only question is, are we to pay, in 
my opinion, the farmers with the larger 
incomes, the farmers who would receive 
from $100 up in checks-are we to pay 

t:Qem in full or not? I have expressed 
my opinion that I believe those farmers 
themselves, if a questionnaire was sent 
to them. would in great majority say 
that they would support the report of 
this committee. 

Mr. PACE. If you could pay only one 
or .the other? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Yes, if 
. you could pay only one or the other. 
Does the gentleman think that the money 
should be divided among all? In which 
case it would be about 50 percent for all. 

Mr. PACE. Well, I feel very .deeply 
that the Congress should fulfill its obliga
tion that we made last year and appro
priate the funds we promised for the 
program. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank · 
the gentleman. I think, from all the 
farmers I have talked to, their reaction 
will be very favorable to an ending of 
the program, .whether it comes abruptly 
in the middle of a payment season or 
whether we wait until the end and stop 
it then. I think most of the farmers 
will look upon it as a saving of $117,-
000,000. 

I ·.vanted to speak about the Research 
Act, for which $19,000,000 was asked and 
for which the committee appropriated 
$6,000,000. I was a member of the Legis
lative Committee while this was going 
through. I went home and, you might 
say, campaigned on the platform that 
the two outstanding acts of the Seventy
ninth Congress were the passage of the . 
Research Act and the passage of the Re
organization Act. I came back and to my 
very intense disappointment found that 
the Department of Agriculture was not 
setting up a merchandising research sec
tion or bureau under the terms of the 
act, but was setting up a sort of an ad
junct to the Production Research Act. 

This discussion appears in the hear
ings. · I have carried it on with represent
atives of the Department ever since, in
cluding the Secretary recently. I have 
here the most recent chart handed me by 
the Secretary showing the set-up. I will 
say very briefly that any organization in 
the Department of Agriculture which at
tempts to set up this merchandising re
search service so clearly outlined in the 
bill and in the report, by putting produc
tion research head over here, balancing 
the production marketing administra
tion head over here, then showing under 
him, as one of the four subheads, the as
sistant administrator for marketing who 
is intended to be the man referred to in 
the Legislative Research Act, thus put
ting him where he is inferior in organiza
tion position, and not balancing this po
sition, that certainly was not intended 
by the Legislative Committee as I under
stood the act at the time I was a member. 
I think the subcommittee was very gen
erous in giving $6,000,000. I would have 
given $4,250,000, which was half of the 
first year's amount and then said to the 
Department that they could come back 
if they set up the agency as we asked 
them to set it up. I have repeatedly said 
that $19,000,000 would be a very small 
sum to pay for what the Legislative Com
mittee wanted, but a very expensive sum 
to pay for what they are 'now getting 
in the present organization. 
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Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield 
to my distinguished friend the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I wisp 
the gentleman would explain to the 
House the effect of this cut and whether 
or not in time under this cut we will 
have a correlation of all the experimental 
work? What I am trying to get at is 
the difference between experimental 
work and research work. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. There 
is very close correlation between.produc
tion and ma:;.-keting and research on both 
sides, and there has to be. For that rea
son the setting up of a coordinating 
office is very good. 

In the past 10 years we have had our 
appropriations for marketing research 
absorbed in production research, and it 
was the desire of the legislative commit
tee, I am positive, to set up a marketing· 
or merchandising research· program 
which could stand on its own feet, be 
identified, and the expenditures identi
fied and coordinated. · I am sure the 
gentleman from Wisconsin will agree 
the.t production research would benefit 
the farmers of the country at a time 
when, using a very familiar expression, 
it is really later than we think. We must 
build up production, the delivery of the 
produced food, from the farm to the con
sumer, as we have built up ability in 
the United States to produce beyond all 
other nations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of ,the 
gentleman from California has· expired. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman five additional min
utes ..... 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank 
the gentleman very much. Let me pro
ceed very briefly just to illustrate one 
of the little agencies in the Government 
which in my opinion has not been overly 
cut. We have a little office called the 
Office of Foreign Agricultural Relations. 
Back in the days when I . myself spent 
quite a bit of time· with some of these 
men in Germany and France, and in 
other countries, we were giving the 
agency about $180,000 per year and it 
was very effective, it was a very good 
agency of the Department of Agricul
ture. The agency asked this year for 
$738,000, and I can assure you that the 
job now done is il;l no way comparable 
to the job that was be-ing done when 
they got $180,000. 

The committee only reduced that 
$100,000, down to $638,000. As it is now, 
reports come in from abroad from men 
who are not always trained in reporting. 
They are supposed to arrive on the first 
of the quarter, shall we say? They .are 
much more apt not to arrive, or to arrive 
late. They go to the State Department. 
They are looked over by someone in the 
State Department to see if they are 
satisfactory from a departmental view
point. They then go to the Department 
of Agriculture to be looked over by the 
Bureau of which I am speaking. They 
go back to the State Department to be 
looked over by specialists for that par
ticular country or part of the world. 
They go to another bureau to be cor
rected for English and syntax. When 

that is all accomplished, they are so 
little like the original report they go 
back to the Bureau to see if they can 
be put into some workable form for the 
farmer. By the time they get to the 
farmer ;they are matters of historic in
terest and not current reports such as 
we used to get from the agency when it 
received smaller appropriations. I' am 
-citing that as one agency which, in my 
opinion, has not been overly cut. 

Finally, this matter of section 32 funps 
has been a matter of a great deal of dis
cussion. I think there was some inis
understanding about it. There was on 
my part. There was also some misun
derstanding about the funds before they 
came down from the Bureau of the Bud
get, because if you add up with your 
little adding machine you will find .the 
Bureau of the Budget asked for $100,-
000,000 out of those funds for the AAA; 
they asked for $75,000,000 for school 
lunches; they expected to use $900,000 
for management of the marketing 
agreements; that adds up to more than 
$145,000,000 or $148,000,000 which might 
be available next year. 

There was some ques.tion about uses 
of the fund. One hundred and seventy
five thousand dollars for teaching peo
ple to eat fish is hardly a proper claim 
against section 32 funds. In the last 
few days some technical information has 
reached me from people · who are inter
ested in this, which makes me believe 
that because of the perishable nature of 
some commodities and also ·the relation
ship which the gentleman from Georgia 
has pointed out between sections 22 and 
32, there should be a correction made 
in this section of the b~ll, and I am con
fident, ·without taking any more of the 
Committee's time, that this-can be prop
erly worked out before the bill comes up 
tomorrow; 

The CHAIRMAN. The time· of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. CHURCH]. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, the 
Agriculture appropriation bill before us 
today is the ninth appropriation bill, in
cluding the three deficiency measures, to 
come before the House from the Com
mittee on Appropriations. As a member 
of that committee I can, with pardon
able pride, testify to the painstaking 
manner in which various operations of 
the respective departments and agencies 
have been studied and their needs ap
praised. The hearings on each and 
every bill have been exhaustive. 

In the instance of the bill before us, 
for example, it will be noted that the 
printed hearings fill two volumes of 2,669 
pages of testimony. As stated in the 
committee report accompanying the bill, 
"an aggregate of departmental, congres
sional, and outside witnesses would easily 
total 500 persons... Aside from the ac
tual hearings, .the committee members 
spend many hours and days in personal 
stud;y:_ of the items involved. Properly to 
appraise the financial requirements of a 
department or agency necessitates a 
complete knowledge of the laws being 
administered. . 

The thoroughness, the laborious care 
with which the Committee on Appropri-

I 

ations has prepared the bills it has re
ported merits special mention. Over the 
past several years there was a disposition 
on the part of Congress to accept, prac
tically without question, every recom, 
mended expenditure. We all well re
member the days of "blank check" ap
propriations. It is obviously difficult for 
the bureaucrats to realize that these days 
are over; that this new Congress intends 
to maintain control of the purse strings 
and to make no appropriations that are 
not clearly justified. 

Whenever the Appropriations Com
mittee reports a. bill reducing some item 
of expenditure or eliminating some other, 
there inevitably follows this campaign 
we are experiencing here today to have 
the cut restored. Our committee is ac
cused of being arbitrary; But, if nothing 
else, the voluminous hearings that are 
held should be persuasive evidence that 
no decision is arbitrary: On the con
trary, each decision on each item is the 
result of long and careful consideration. 

The situation is well expressed by the 
following paragraph to be found on page 
5 of the report accompanying the bill be
fore us: 

The committee could follow the._ route of 
indiscriminate reductions for the purpose of 
effecting economies but such a course might 
result in the serious crippling of essential 
functions or in nullifying the remainder of 
the appropriation carried for such an activity. 
On the other hand, the committee can follow 
a basic approach which preserves the essen
tial functions, eliminates those which are not 
regarded a: indispensable, and reduces waste, 
extravagance, and duplication with constant 
emphasis upon those research activities 
which in the judgmep.t of the committee are 
regarded as essential. -

In our determination to reduce the cost 
of Government, to balance the budget 
and to reduce taxes, the Committee on 
Appcopriations is not recommending in
discriminate reductions in expenditures, 
as some would have the people believe. 
As I believe I stated on previous occasions 
on this floor, some justifi-cation can b 
found :i'or practically every expenditure; 
but we must determine what is necessary 
and what is a luxury that we cannot 
afford. We must select the things that 
are essential and eliminate the unessen
tial. To economize we simply must have 
the will to economize. 

When the New Deal came into control 
of the Government our annual budget 
was only $4,500,000,000. We then entered 
upon the so-called spend-and-elect 
policy, and the average budget before 
the war amounted to $10,000,000,000. 
The budget submitted to Congress last 
January by President Truman for the 
next :fiscal year, beginning July 1, 1947, 
called for $37,500,000,000. In other 
words, 2 years after the war the Adminis
tration proposed to spend three times the 
average expenditure before the war. It 
just does not make sense, and particu
larly considering the fact that we have a 

. national debt of $268,000,000,000. 
It is most unfortunate that the admin

istration is unwilling to cooperate with 
the Congrerss in placing the country on 
a sound fiscal basis. President Truman 
has publicly stated that his $37,500,000,-
000 budget should not be reduced. We 
have had very little cooperation from 
the departments and bureaus in our ef-
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forts to find ways · and means to cut ex
penses. And every appropriation bill 
that has come to this :floor has encoun
tered amendments offered by the Demo
crats to increase the respective .items 
that have been cut. 

Our Democratic friends have made 
some very fine speeches about how they 
believe in economy; but, as · the record 
shows, they have for the most part voted 
against every saving proposed. It is my· 
conviction, however, that in reducing the 
Government expenditures we are com
plying with the wishes of the great mass 
of American people. 

The bill under consideration is the 
sixth regular appropriation bill, as dis
tinguished from the deficiency bills, re
ported by the Committee on Appropria
tions. Five have passed the House and 
one of them has also passed the Senate. 
The savings made in these respective bills 
are as follows: 
Labor-Federal Security __ ./.. ____ $103, 415, 959 
Treasury-Post Office___________ 897, 072, 750 
Interior---------------------- 134, 006, 907 
State-Justice-Commerce - Judi-

ciarY----------------------- 159, 650,451 
NavY------------------------- 377,519,200 Agriculture ___________________ 383,427,742 

As of the moment, the Congress has 
reduced the proposed expenditures for 
the nex.t fiscal year by $2,055,093,009. 
We have thus ~nade a very substantial 
beginning for placing the Government 
on a peacetime basis. Not a single es
sential function of the 'Government will 
be impaired by any of these cuts in the 
appropriations. Insofar as I am person
ally concerned, I believe that even larger 
cuts could be made. in certain items. 
But the progress that has been made, 
considering the opposition from the ad
ministration and various pressure groups 
to any reductions, is indeed gratifying. 

A reduction in the Government ex
penditures automatically reduces the 
number of persons on the Federal pay 
roll. This, in itself, will eliminate many 
bureaucrats who have perplexed, har
assed, annoyed, and even retarded busi
ness with their complicated regulations 
and countless forms. 

By thus reducing Government expend
itures, we are able to give our people 
relief from the heavy burden of taxes, 
and at the same time reduce the national 
debt. Taxes have become so high that 
there is very little incentive for starting 
a new business or expanding an existing 
one. As demonstrated in the last war, 
the productive strength of the United 
States comes from the thousands of small 
companies. If we are to have an expand
ing economy, these small companies must 
be encouraged to grow and new ones 
must be brought into existence. 

I do not at this time intend to get into 
a discussion of the effect of high taxes 
on American production. But I do wish 
to emphasize that the very first step in 
any program for making our system of 
private enterprise function-that all the 
people may enjoy a higher standard of 
living-is to eliminate waste and extrava
gance in Government spending. 

I am proud to be a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations, which is 
pursuing this· objective, and I am corifi-

dent that the House will uphold the com
mittee on its work. Doubtless some of 
you have special' interest in certain items 
in this bill and would like to see larger 
sums appropriated. But in any economy 
program all of us, whatever our interests, 
must make certain sacrifices for the com
mon good. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. PRICE]. 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION PROGRAM 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I want to address myself to two features 
of the agriculture appropriation bill in 
which Illinois farmers are greatly inter
ested-rural electrification and the soil
conservation program. 

Rural electrification is on the threshold 
of its greatest opportunity for progress. 
Construction, retarded by war and short
ages of manpower and materials, is now 
able to move forward again at an accel
erated pace. Two and a half million farm 
families still are without electric service 
and they are waiting impatiently for the 
light and power that they have seen ap
plied so profitably on other "farms in this 
country. 

Yet in the ·race of this great unfinished 
job, this House is being asked to cut back 
the rural electrification program. The 
agriculture appropriation bill proposes 
to make this cut-back in two ways. First 
the bill proposes to reduce the REA loan 
funds by $25,000,000. There are some 
who are under the delusion that there is 
no reduction being made in these loan 
funds. The fact of the matter is that 
REA under the bill as it now stands 
would have $25,000,000 less money to 
lend for rural electrificati-on. Second, 
the bill proposes to make a slash of nearly 
30 percent in the REA administrative ap
propriation, ·a slash so deep that the 
whole program will be slowed down. 

POWER LOBBY INTERESTED 

This is not the time to be putting the 
brakes on rural electrification. 

Let me quote from a letter I received 
a few days ago from a constituent, Mr. 
Martin Schaefer of Hoyleton; Ill.: 

It seems to me-

He writes-
that we have a large number of Members in 
Congress inexperienced in farm problems who 
together with those people representing the 
large power interest are trying to deprive 
about one-half of our farmers the right to -
enjoy the standard of living the other half 
enjoys. 

This man then points out that the REA 
funds are merely loan funds, not appro
priations. He goes on to say: 

All Congress does is to set aside money 
to be loaned to REA co-ops which must be 
repaid with interest. What reason is there 
to cut this amount to be loaned? 

He asks with good reason, and goes on 
to say: 

We pay monthly installments on the loan. 
On top of it Uncle Sam's got a. mortgage 
which ;.neans we don't own anything tlll 

. the last pole is paid for plus every cent of 
interest. I can't understand "tha.t any Mem
bel' of Congress could even think of cur
tailing or stopping such a program. 

FARMERS ENTITLED TO BENEFITS 

I want to read just one more para
graph: 

It seems they have money for witch hunt
ing and frankly I feel that just things like 
this are what creates Communists. Nobody 
can undermine our Government from the 
outside. It must come from within and I 
think actions like this make Communists 
when one American farmer can have things 
which Congress denies his neighbor. It's 
not hard to make a Communist out of a per
son who is denied the necessities and com
forts of life. When you deny lights, homes, 
roads, health, etc., to one, and give it to 
another, you get dissatisfaction, hatred, 
jealousy, and all the means to destroy our 

"Government, and I hope that your long ex
perience will not permit you to go overboard 
with those who deny those things that make 
a happy, healthy Nation. 

This letter came to me unsolicited. It 
shows the people back home are watch
ing us here in Washington. 

Let us consider that thought before 
we undertake to damage the great pro

, gram of rural electrification. 
Funds for adequate administration are 

necessary to the sound operation of any 
lending program. No banker would be 
so foolhardy as to ·lend his money unless 
he made sure his loans stood an excel
lent chance of being repaid. 

In addition to making new loans on 
a sound basis and on a basis that will 
best advance rural electrification, REA 
must meet the costs of administering 
loans already made. It is custod~an of 
the Government's interest in more than 
$1,000,000,000 in loans made up to now. 

I know of no other Government pro
gram--or any comparable business en
terprise-which is doing as economical 
and as effective a job. As the record 
shows, this program is being conducted 
with about one employee, including 
messengers and clerical employees, for 
each borrower. And the average bor
rower is a $1,000,000 enterprise. 

REA HAS ENVIABLE RECORD 

I challenge anyone to cite a private
lending institution with such ·a record. 
The comparison is even mo:re dramatic 
when it is remembered that most agen
cies make loans . on a well-established 
basis for not more than 60 percent of 
the value of the property mortgaged. 
REA, on the other hand, is making 100-
percent loans to new enterprises. And 
up to · now more than $20,000,000 have 
been paid ahead of schedule, while de
linquencies have been negligible. 

Everybody is for rural electrification. 
Even the power company interests who 
come before our committees say it is a 
good thing, but at the same time there 
are many who are trying to rob the pro
gram of its effectiveness. It takes more 
than nice words to keep rural electrifica
tion going forward. This means we must 
provide adequate administrative funds 
not only to assure sound lending but 
sound administration of the entire pro
gram. It is false economy to do other
wise. The taxpayers have every right to 
expect the Government to give as much 
attention to its loans as a private lend
ing institution does. This attention is 
necessary in order that the rural-elec
trification program can continue to 
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move forward on the sound basis .that 
has. been established and in order that 
service can be brought to the two and 

· one-half million farm families still liv
ing in the kerosene age. 

Let us not be penny-wise and pound
foolish. 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 

In my opinion, the proposed cut in the 
funds for the Soil Conservation Service 
cuts at the most fundamental part of the 
agricultural program. The land is the 
foundation of our agriculture. For gen
erations we neglected it. Finally, after 
we had experienced giant dust storms, 
the most devastating :floods in our his-
tory, and watched tons and acres of our 
finest land wash down the rivers into 
the Gulf of Mexico, we decided to do 
something about it. We were already a 
hundred years late, but everyone agreed 
that there was stili time if we worked 
hard and fast. 

During the past 10 to 12 years we have 
made the most remarkable conservation 
progress of any natior in history. It is 
true we are still losing our soil over mil
lions of acres every year, but we are also 
cutting down the rate every year. If we 
keep at it and support this program, we 
can put a stop to the waste of erosion, 
for all practical purposes. 

But what does the committee recom
mend? It would have us cut the appro
priation for the Soil Conservation Serv
ice by $5,437,000 below the budget esti
mate, and $5,300,000 below the appropri
ation granted the Service for the present 
fiscal year. · 

VALUABLE A:ND NECESSARY SERVICE 

Almost all of the money appropriated 
to this Service is used to employ people. 
And 93 percent of the people hired by 
this Service are do,_ng technical work of 
various kinds, expert work, that is di
rectly helping farmers apply sound con
servation measures to their land. This, 
I say, is a valuable and necessary service. 
It has won the widespread approval of 
farmers and city people alike. It is a 
service that is protecting the productive 
capacity o{ American agriculture. 

Somewhere along the line somebody 
must have misinformed the committee, 
because in their report on this bill they 
say that we do not need as much tech
nical assistance in soil conservation dis
tricts now as we did when the districts 
were new. That, I submit, is a highly 
erroneous point of view. I have three of 
the finest soil conservation districts in 
the country in my congressional district 
and they have made outstanding prog
ress. But they are actually just getting 
started. They have 10 or 20 years of 
hard work ahead of them. Every one of 
these years, the farmers are going to need 
the help of these Soil Conservation Serv
ice technicians if they are going to do 
their job right. 

The committee seemed to be laboring 
under the impresison that the Soil Con
servation Service sends its men into an 
area to hold meetings and do educa
tional work. That is certainly not the 
case. Our State Extension Service does 
the educational job. What the Soil Con
servation Service provides is expert tech
nical assistance to the individual farm
er--one farmer after another-in work-

ing out the detailed soil and water con
servation problems he has on his farm. 
No other agency of Government does 
this job. 

WORK MUST BE DONE IN FIELD 

I know from the experience in my own 
district that this is the kind of work that 
has to be done field by field: And you 
have to go right out onto each field
analyze it thoroughly and build your con
servation measures accordingly. · It is a 
painstaking job and one that is going to 
take some time. It is also going to take 
some money-but as long as we are going 
to spend money on agriculture, where 
can we spend it better, for the most 
lasting results, than in the protection of 
our land? What good will it do us to 
take care of everything else in agri
culture if we let our land wash away in 
the meantime? 

There is only one way to conserve our 
farmlands and stop erosion: That is to 
put the land experts out there where they 
can work in soil conservation districts
helping one farmer after another until 
the whole job is done. 

If the Soil Conservation Service• is re
stricted to the funds proposed by the 
committee it will be forced, according to 
my information, to cut its assistance to 
soil conservation districts by 22 percent 
under the . amount furnished this year. 
Unless we grant the Soil Conservation 
Service more money-at least enough to 
work with all the soil conservation dis
tricts of the country-we will be under
cutting the soil conservation program and 
falling down on the farmers who want 
to protect their lands against erosion. 

That simply does not make good sense. 
If we must make these big cuts in the 
agricultural program, let us make them 
somewhere in the superstructure. Let us 
not undermine the foundation of the 

· whole thing. · 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

15 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. WORLEY]. 

AMERICAN AGRICULTURE AT THE CROSSROADS 

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, a dis
tinguished writer once called the parable 
of the prodigal son the most perfect 
story plot ever contrived. That parable 
has provided the framework for the story 
of human frailties many times in many 
forms. It provides an ideal framework 
for the story of American political life 
of the last decade and a ha.lf. Let me 
tell you the story of American agricul
ture and American political parties in 
that framework. 

There was a great Nation called the 
United States. And this Nation had two 
great political parties. One was called 
the Democratic Party, and the other was 
called the Republican Party. Now the 
Republican Party in the year 1920 said 
to the Nation, "Give me that part of the 
estate which is mine. Give me the ruler
ship of this Nation. The Democratic 
Party has had it long enough." 

And the Nation-foolishly-did as it 
was asked. It gave to the Republicans 
the rich inheritance of leadership of the 
land which had become the wealthiest 
and the strongest on earth. 

But, alas, this party encouraged lavish 
and worthless investments in far-off 
countries. It watched the paper values 

of the exchanges on Wall Street rise 
high on the hot wind of speculation. It 
looked at the ticker tape and clapped 
its hands and said, "All is right with the 
world. Such and such a stock is up 
another ;five points." 

Yes; stocks on the market exchanges 
were up. And that. seemed good indeed. 
But stocks on the farm were up, too
piling up year by year in mountainous 
.surpluses of cotton and wheat-and that 
was bad, because as the surpluses grew, 
the prices shrank until taxes, mortgages, 
and interest ate up all the income, and 
farmers were knocked into bankruptcy 
like tenpins by the big black ball of eco
nomic depression. 

First it was only the farmers. But 
then, like a great dark cloud, economic 
catastrophe overtook the speculators in 
the exchanges, and the manufacturers, 
bankers, and merchants in the markets, 
and the laborers and clerks in their 
humble homes. ·A terrible famine of 
jobs and profits- spread ov_er the whole 
land. The price of wheat was never so 
low in three centuries as it was then. 
The value of farm exports_ was never so 
low in .well-nigh 50 years. The buying 
power o~ farmers' products fell to about 
half their pre-World War level. The 
farm fourth of the Nation virtually 
ceased to be customers for city goods. 

Desperate in the e1Iort to hold their 
properties, farmers mined the soil, 
!rantically endeavoring to dig up, as if 
by the roots, enough cash to meet their 
costs of interest . and taxes. And . mil
lions of acres lost fertility and topsoil 
while farmers lost their homes and their 
land. 

Agriculture was prostrate. 
Mr. Chairman, the low state to which 

agriculture had fallen by 1932 is not 
easily forgotten. In that year farm 
operators went bankrupt at a rate of one 
every 2 minutes-and this they did 24 
hours a day and 7 days a week. Many 
farm laborers were glad to work for room 
and board. Mortgage debt alone took a 
tenth of the farmer's gross income-to 
say nothing of taxes and other costs. 

The average price of a bushel of wheat 
fell to 38 cents; corn to 32 cents; oats to 
16 cents. The price of a pound of to
bacco was 11 cents; cotton, 7 cents; beef, 
4 cents; hogs, 3 cents. 

And the carry-over of cotton rose 
almost fourfold in less than a decade, so 
that the people of my own State of Texas 
and of the whole South trembled on the 
brink of wholesale bankruptcy. 

And over the radio punsters quipped, 
with an undertone of fear in their voices, 
about signs in public places being 
changed from "Keep o1I the grass" to 
"Don't eat the grass." 

The Republican Party had dissipated 
the Nation's economy. Such was the in
heritance of the Democratic Party when 
called upon by the people to rehabilitate 
a prost:r:ate Nation. 

Then began the long struggle which 
has brought to this Nation . the greatest 
agricultural prosperity it has ever known. 

Net income from agriculture last year 
was not two or three times, but eight 
times as great as in 1932. 

Foreclosures and assignments were re
duced not to one-half or one-fourth of 
the number in 1932, but to one-twentieth. 
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From near collapse, American agricul
ture has today reached a position where 
it is a hundred-billion-dollar-plus in
dustry, where its quick assets of cur
rency, bank deposits, and Government 
bonds total some twenty billions, where 
farmers have a 93 percent equity in their 
business. 

What a difference. 
From a level of about 50 percent below 

parity in 1932, farm prices climbed to 
32 percent above parity in October 1946. 

From a condition in which the ele
phant heel of surpluses, of cotton and 
wheat r :t.rticularly, were crushing the life 
out of agriculture, we have today only a 
normal carry-over of wheat and no more 
Commodity Credit Corporation cotton to 
sell. 

From a total mortgage debt of about 
$9,000,000,000 in 1932-and a negligible 
amount of quick assets-agriculture in 
mid-1946 had a total mortgage debt of 
little more than five billions-and quick 
assets nearly four times that amount. 

In 1932 agriculture was fiat broke. In 
1946 it was richer than at any time in 
history. 

What a difference! 
And how that difference is making 

itself felt. Mr. Chairman, in 1932 farm-· 
ers were no longer sizable customers for 
tractors and trucks, for new homes and 
barns, for furniture and clothing. But 
today, manufacturers and merchan~s 
can hear the jingle jangle of coins m 
farmers' jeans-and back of those coins 
are plenty of rectangular green-backed 
pieces of paper that fall soundlessly but 
joyously into the cash registers, even as 
the gentle dew from heaven. 

Farmers want tractors-200,000 a year 
a survey showed, for 3 years after the 
war's end. 

Farmers want trucks and cars-a 
billion dollars' worth. 

Farmers want building improve
ments-another billion dollars' worth. 

Farmers want household goods-$400,-
000,000 worth a year for 3 years after the 
war. 

And they have the cold cash to back 
up their · wants in a .way that gives solid 
assurance of an era of continued pros
perity. 

What a difference! 
Admittedly, the war was a big factor 

in the booming prosperity many farmers 
have enjoyed these last 5 years. But 
prosperity was well on the way long 
before Pearl Harbor-long before war 
broke out in Europe. The growth of 
buying power of the American farmer 
started in 1933. 

I am not going to recite the details 
of that climb and of the sweeping agri
cultural legislation that helped farmers 
to climb out of the depression. I am 
merely going to put into a few sentences 
the highlights of what has been accom
plished, using my own State of Texas as 
an example. 

First. The agricultural adjustment 
program helped farmers produc_e in ac
cordance with the needs of the people. 
It enabled them to set up a complete 
ever-normal granary program which 
supported prices of basic crops and main
tained stable reserves. It made it pos
sible for farmers to use soil-conserving 
practices that added untold wealth to 

the Nation's natural resources. Did that 
program pay dividends? I have heard 
it said that the ever-normal granary 
alone meant as much to the Nation in 
the winning of the war as an extra army 
or an extra fleet of ships. 

Second. Under the national soil-con-
. servation program 30,000,000 acres have 

been devoted to organized conservation. 
In 1945 more than half the Nation's 
farms, containing three-quarters of our 
cropland, participated in carrying out 
soil-conserving ~ or erosion-preventing 

. practices. Under this program and the 
adjustment program, American farmers 
built up a b,ank of fertility and they 
drew upon it heavily to help win the 
war. Did it pay? In Texas alone some 
40,000 farms covering 15,000,000 acres 
have been aided by the Soil Conservation 
Service in applying conservation ·plans. 
A survey of typical farmers showed that 
soil conservation enabled them to · ·step 
up their yields per acre by an average 
of 26.5 percent. 

Third. The farm-credit programs dur
ing the tough going of the 1930's helped 
farmers refinance their mortgages, re
duce their interest payments, and keep 
their farms. Did that pay? In Texas 
250,000 Farm Credit and Production 
Credit Association loans were made in 
amounts totaling $725,000,000. 

Fourth. The farm-security program 
helped farm tenants become owners and 
small farm owners to ·improve their 
economic position either by getting ad
ditional land or by more efficient farm
ing. Did that pay? I .wish the 87,000 
Texas farmers who received rehabilita
tion loans were here to answer that ques
tion. I wish the 4,000 farmers who took 
out farm-ownership loans were here to 
tell you. Already nine-tenths of the 
principal of the rehabilitation loans has 
been -repaid and the tenant purchase 
borrowers have paid up 86 percent more 
than would be required on the basis of 
equal annual installments to pay their 
loans in full in 40 years. 

Fifth. The rural electrification pro
gram brought power and light to millions 
of American farmers, :1elping them to 
increase their production efficiency and 
to improve their living standards. . In 
Texas alone, from the beginning of the 
Rural Electrification Administration in 
1935 until the end of 1945, a total of $53,-
500,000 was loaned to provide electric 
power to farmers. REA loans were used 
to construct 44,000 miles of distribution 
lines serving 114,000 consumers in rural 
Texas. At the end of 1945, REA bor
rowers in the State had met all interest 
and principal payments due on their 
loans and had paid $1,200,000 on prin
cipal ahead of due dates. Did it pay? 
Here is an interesting fact. Eleven 
years ago when the rural electrification 
program was started, only about 1 
Texas farmer out of 50 had electrical 
service. That proportion has been 
stepped up to 1 out of 3. For the whole 
Nation, the proportion of farms with 
electricity has risen from about 10 per
cent to close to 50 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, I could g_o on for a long 
time talking about the marketing agree
ments, al;>out water facilities, and flood 
control, about price supports, commodity 
loans, and conservation payments. I 

could talk about the farm-labor program 
that in 1945 helped more than 77,000 
Texas farmers secure workers. I could 
talk about the research programs which 
have paid'such big dividends to the Na
tion-hybrid corn seed, for example, or 
the production of penicillin in commer
cial quantities, or the development of 
dusts and sprays containing DDT. 

But I am going to pass over all of those 
features and mention simply the protec
tion farmers are given under the so
called Steagall amendment, which as
sures price support for major agricul
tural commodities at 90 percent of parity 
or higher until January 1, 1949. Thus, 
American agriculture is protected by a 

· floor under prices. We all know why 
this measure was adopted. It was 
adopted because our Democratic Party 
was determined that American farmers 
should not again be the forgotten men 
they were after the other World War. 
It was adopted because looming very big 
in the minds of the President ana the 
Congress was the memory of the terrible 
collapse of farm prices in 1920 and 1921. 
In less than a year, at that time, farm 
prices plummeted down more than 4Q 
percent. 

That is not happening this time. 
Well, there is the record. There are 

the facts.- As has been said: "The 
farmer and the farmer's family can 
measure for themselves the vast differ
ence between the desperation which was 
theirs and the recovery which is theirs.,, 
Surely the record-in peace _and war 
alike-is good. 

And today the people of this Nation 
are enjoying the greatest abundance of 
the products of the farm they have ever 
known. 

Let me again cite the record. With 
fewer farms and with 10 percent fewer 
workers than in prewar, with shortages 
of machinery and materials, without 
plowing up the parks and plains, Amer
ican agriculture during World War II 
stepped up production more than one
third, sent up to one-fourth of its prod
ucts off to war, and at the same time fed 
civilians 10 percent better than in peace
time. 

Not only that, but year by year and 
every year-beginning not in 1942 or in 
1940 but away back in 1937 and going 
right through the war-American agri
culture set new production records every 
year. Every year a new record. Every 
year more food than the year before. 
Meat production jumped by about one
half over the 1935-39 average, and egg 
production by about three-fifths. Com
mercial truck crops increased by about 
two-fifths. Output of some of the war
valuable vegetable oil crops, such as soy
beans and flaxseed, tripled or more than 
tripled. 

And how was it done? Not by put
ting on three shifts. First, there was not 
have made much difference anyway, be
labor available and, second, it would not 
cause three shifts cannot make the land 
produce and the sun and rain work any 
faster. 

It was~ done by long hours, by hard 
work, by technological improvement-
and by a legislative program that helped 
the farmer go all-out. 
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It was possible only because agricul
ture had been snatched from the near 
death of the early 1930's and restored to 
the vitality and good health of the 1940's. 

Now that is a long story about agri
cultural progress and prosperity. It is 
a story that should be of great interest 
to our Republican colleagues because 
it is the p;cture of the sound, healthy 
agricultural situation which they, as 
members of the dominant party, are in
heriting as we begin this year 1947. 
Will they keep it that way during their 
tenure of office? It cannot be done by 
trusting to luck and ignoring the farm"" 
er's problems as they have done many 
times in the past. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many prob
lems to be decided about the future
such problems as making full use of the 
farmers' remarkable·increase in produc
tive capacity. Inevitably, there must be 
readjustment from a wartime to a peace
time production pattern. In times past, 
the inability to change pace, to . shift 
gears, has been agriculture's biggest 
handicap. In the last 14 years, however, 
farmers have learned much about the 
necessity for making production· fit de
mand-something that industry has long 
recognized. They have built up the ma
chinery to make that adjustment through 
the legislative programs and particu
larly through the national production 
goals. 

Thus, during the war the goals helped 
farmers produce the tremendous .quan
tities of meat, milk, wheat, corn, cotton, 
eggs, and other strategic foods that a 
fighting nation requires. Now with the 
return of peace the goals are helping 
agriculture emphasize such production 
as is most needed. 

To make the goal mechanism work, 
there obviously must be unified action. 
There must be leadership. In the case 
of depressed markets, there must be in~ 
come protection. All these require
~ents can be _provided only by a con
tinuation of full-fledged cooperation be
tween farmers and Government. 

Another outstanding problem-a con
tinuing problem and one which farmers 
have already made a good start in solv
ing-is that of soil and water waste 
which in the first one-third of this coun
try made almost a million acres a year 
unfit for further cultivation. 

The conservation job is well underway, 
but there still is a big job ahead. The 
task of applying the basic soil and water 
saving measures will take years and_:_in 
the interests of the whole American peo
ple-there must be no slackening of the 
work. 

And then there is the problem of re
gaining adequate foreign trade in farm 
commodities. By means of the World 
Bank and various international agree
ments, the Government is endeavoring 
to help agriculture build up interna
tional commerce. The Food and Agri
culture Organization of the United Na
tions is another phase of the world-wide 
effort to make agriculture strong and 
prosperous so that hunger may eventu
ally be banished from the earth along 
with the great threat to peace that 
hunger inevitably carries with it.-

The whole marketing picture needs to 
be examined and in some ways re:. 

\ 

vamped. The recent Democratic Con
gress took a big step in this direction 
with the Agricultural Research anq Mar
keting Act, authorizing widespread · re
search to discover new uses for farm 
products, new markets for old products, 
new methods in making distribution of 

. farm commodities not only more effi
cient but also more profitable. 

But the most fundamental factor in 
the maintenance of a prosperous and 
healthy agriculture is a continuance of a 
full employment, tun production econ-
om~ · 

This is the most elementary economics. 
The income of the 25,000,000 farm peo
ple must come primarily from the spend
ing of the 115,000,000 city, town, and vil
lage people. The amount of food money 
in the city wage earn~"r 's pocket is one of 
the measuring_ sticks of the farmer's 
prosperity. In a full employment econ
omy where the wage level is good, much 
of our new-found agricultural produc
tivity can and will be absorbed. 

During the depression a large propor
tion of city, town, and village people 
could not buy anywhere near the amount 
of food they wanted. Millions were seri
ously undernourished. The effects of 
their malnutrition were evident not only 
in lowered health standards but in re- 
duced farm income. 

Here is a challenge that should can 
forth -the best that is in us. This great 
Nation is capable of producing enough 
food to provide its people with a good 
diet. The importance of good diet to 
national health and strength is a fact 
we cannot afford to ignore. It remains 
for a-u of us to make sure that the Ameri
can people have the means of purchasing 
the food which farmers are so capable of 
producing. · 

We have made great progress toward 
the goals of security, opportunity, and 
prosperity. Whatever lies beyond the veil 
that hides the future from our eyes, this 
much at· least is 'assured: Never in all 
American history has agriculture been so 
well prepared to adjust its operations to 
demand. Never has it been better able 
to plan a wise use of the land to provide 
continuous, abundant, profitable produc
tion for the needs of the whole people. 

That, I am sure, is the conclusion that 
even the Republican Party must draw 
after a good look at the Democratic rec
ord. 

For the welfare of American agriculture 
and of the whole Nation, I sincerely hope 
that the Republican Party will not allow 
their inheritance of a sound and prosper
ous agricultural situation to be frittered 
away. 

Mr. Chairman, nothing is more funda
mental than to keep agriculture, the 
backbone of the Nation's economy, 
straight and strong. But today Ameri
can agriculture is at the crossroads. It 
can continue.strong and healthy or it can 
sink into the shabby doldrums of the 
early thirties. The legislative responsi
bility of the majority party cannot be 
alibied or escaped, and if the bill which 
we are considering today-which arbi
trarily cuts, slashes, or eliminates th~se 
measures which have been so important 
to American agriculture-is any indica
tion of the policy which the Repu~lican.s 

intend to follow, then the outlook for 
agric".llture is indeed black. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr: Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. ELLSWORTH]. -

Mr. ELLSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to discuss some of the forest con
servation items in the Forest Service· ap
propriation as shown in H. R. 3601. _ 

Those of us who have been in close 
touch, for many years, with the work of 
the Forest Service are concerned by the 
action · taken by the committee. The 
necessity for developing our forest wealth 
to the maximum needs no lengthy ex
position. The story has beeh heard fre
quently on the floors of this Congress. 

I am particularly concerned about 
some of- the specific cuts the committee 
has made. A d-eep cut in national-forest 
administration, the great part of which 
is designed to increase present timber 
sale· business, is short-sighted. I ques
tion the committee's comment that a . 
good deal of this is a reduction merely 
in paper work. Much of this reduction will be felt in the ranger and supervisor 
jobs, where the ~ltimate work of the 
Service must be _done. If we want to 
build our national forests up we cannot 
reduce in the forces needed to put good 
management into _. practice. 

I am also concerned about two reduc
tions made in the research items. One 
d'eals. with the work of the Madison Lab
oratory. It is regrettable th~t this cut . 
has been made and the rea$ons given by 
the committee that the laboratory has 
not enjoyed ·the esteem· of the Congress 
and that its work is academic and vision·
ary seem to me to_ be quite contrary to 
the facts. The Laboratory has an en
viable reputation for having pioneere-d 
and for having advanced the whole field 
of forest products in America. Its repu
tation extends beyond the boundaries of 
America as an outstanding institution, 
particularly for its G.ontributions to the 
war. This was accomplished because it 
was able to draw upon a large backlog 
of research work. The basic work that 
the laboratory has advanced has been, 
and will continue to be, translated into 
practical things by industry. I want to 
call attention to some things that are nQt 
visionary or impractical accomplish
ments of the laboratory: They developed 
the semi-chemical-pulping process now 
in use, which makes possible pulping of 
species never used before and with high
er yields per cord of wood. This will 
have real importance if we are to meet 
the existing paper shortage. The work 
of the laboratory on converting waste 
material to yeast and alcohol is now 
bringing to the field a new industry of 
considerable importance. 

May I say right here that some 3 
weeks ago I visited a plant newly erected 
in Springfield, Oreg., which was produc
ing alcohol, good 192 proof ethyl alcohol 
from sawdust. This plant at Springfield, 
Oreg., is a full-scale commercial plant 
producing some 4,000,000 gallons a year. 
.or it will produce that much when it 
gets into full production, and it was made 
.possible only because of the Madison 
Laboratory work on the pilot plant. The 
work on laminated woods and new pack:.. 
aging techniques furnished the Navy and 
the Ar:~;ny sources _ of materi~l for their 
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war needs-material which they never 
had before and when they needed it most. 
Thqse of us in the West who have profited 
by the findings of the laboratory would 
feel that it is a mistake to· decrease 
the work at this time. · 

The other research cut deals with the 
Forest Survey, which aims to give ·a sound 
inventory of our resources, our require
ments, and our drains. This work, too, 
cannot be characterized, as the commit
tee has done, as academic and lacking in 
practical value. It has been of inesti
mable value in the Pacific Northwest, 
where tlie original ·survey is completed 
and is now -being maintained. Similar 
data are needed for all ·the forest lands 
of the United States. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WHITTEN], a· member of the committee, 30 
minutes. · 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, as we 
come to the consideration of this Agri
cultural Appropriation Act for the fiscal 
year 1948, there are a number of cufious 
things in connection with it. I have 
served on this committee for some several 
years now and with the members of the 
Republican majority who were on this 
committee prior to this year. · 

The surprising thing when we read 
this report is that practically every pro
gram that has been absolutely ruine'd in 
this bill was approved and subscribed to 
by the Republican members of the sub
committee no later than last year. Hav
ing a_pproved these programs last year, 
it is surprising that we find · this year 
these same gentlemen ·coming into the 
Congress with a bill which virtually ruins 
those programs. Looking back over the 
situation we may be able to find some 
explanation for that. Last year this bill 
was considered shortly before the elec
tion~ It was then their hope that the 
Republican Party would recapture con
trol of the House of Representatives and 
of the Senate. Of course, it· is a matter 
of history that they did so capture con
trol of both of these bodies. The ma
jority of the l\4embers of the House ·and 
of the Senate frqm agricultural regions 
·other than the South. are ·in the. Repub
lican Party. · · 

Shortly after that election in Novem
ber we began to read in the press ·that 
the Republican Party came back on the 
basis it was going to reduce expenditures. 
That is a worthy objective. Since I have 
been a Member of this House I have tried 
to vote for economy in ·Government. 
When we got here in J:;muary, however, 
we learned what it was intended to do 
with these savings that they were going 
to make through a cut in expenditures. 
When these four ·committees niet to 
adopt this $6,000,000,000 reduction, of 
course that was not binding, but it read 
good. It read like it was carrying out 
the mandate of the people to the Repub
lican Party. At that meeting we on the 
Democratic side tried to provide that 
such savings as were made would be ap
plied to retirement of the national debt. 
We understand what it means to do 
without in ·order to pay what you owe. 
Nearly all of us as· individuals have h-ad 
that experience: 

In the meeting of these four commit
tees over which the Republicans had con
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trol, they refused to provide that the 
money which was saved would be applied 
to reduction of the national debt. We 
saw from the press that another· of their 
promises to the American people was to 
reduce the income tax. So this $6,000,-
000,000 cut· was tied in with what was 
then known as the 'Knutson bill. Under 
that bill, a man · with a $300,000 income 
would h~ve gotten an increa·se in his 
carry-home pay of as much as 69 per
cent. The small fellow who got $1,000 
would have gotten an increase of 2.1 per
cent and the man with a $10,000 income 
only 6.1 percent. · 

In carrying out this commitment, 
where did they start out in January to . 
get this money, not to apply on the na
tional debt but to be used in passing the 
Knutson bill which got too hot for them. 
They passed a bill; however, that is vir
tually no better. Where did they start 
out in January to get that money? · 

When they called the House Appro
priations Committee together we first 
noticed it. When they set up the sub
committees, in every instance but 1, 
in 10 of them to be exact, there was a 
division of 4 Republicans to 3 Democrats. 
·But when they got to the Agriculture 
Subcommittee on Appropriations there 
was a division of 5 Republicans to 3 
Democrats. I tell you, Mr. Chairman, 
this bill and certain phases of it was a 
direct result of that overw_helming vote 
on this committee of 5 Republicans to 3 
Democrats. So we can see back in Jan
uary there was some intent to see that 
these cuts were made and applied to agri
culture, and they were used to pass this 
tax bill that now rests in the other body. 
- There is another thing that is most 
unusual here. Back in February, of all 
the subcomittees of the Appropriations 
Committees there was only one that I 
.know of where the chairman of the com
·mittee then before a~y hearings sub
mitted to the_ committee how much the 
cuts were going to be and where. they 
were going to be made. That was done 
by the chairman of this Subcommittee on 
Agricultural Appropriations. Of course, 
when the news got out that he planned to 
-provide no funds for research in utiliza
tion and marketing of agricultural prod
ucts as authorized under the Hope-Flan
nagan bill, when it got out that it called 
for the elimination of the school-lunch 
program, when they learned it would do 
away with a great deal of the Rural Elec
trification Administration, of course, 
when the heat got too strong with regard 
t~ those three segments of the bill, they 
were not treated as they announced they 
were going to be treated in February, and 
some provision is made in this bill for 
those programs, although the bill is 
inadequate in my judgment. 

Now, there is another thing that I 
think might be called to your attention. 
and that is this: After this committee 
had been in session for 8 weeks, after 
we had marked up the bill, after the 
clerks had printed the hearings, after~ 
the report had been prepared and the 
tables compiled, 10 days after all that 
had been done, on last Monday, ·there 
was a meeting of the Republican steering 
committee, and in the press the next 
morning there was a statement that the 
Republicans were falling far behind in 

their efforts to make it possible to pass 
their tax bill and what do we find when 
that statement appeared in the press? 
We find the very next day this commit
tee; having completed its labors 10 days 
before, and though these five gentle
men_:_and they are most estimable gen
tlemen-on the· aepublican side had 
taken their knife and applied it to the 
Department after · 8 weeks of hearing 
witnesses; and after having done what 
I feel sure they believed was a good 
job, after having reduced the Depart
ment $337,000,000-10 days after that, 
when the Republican steering commit
tee had met and determined that -they 
had to go back and cut some more if 
they were going to be able to pass ·this 
tax bill, the first committee that was 
called back was the Committee on Ap
propriations for Agriculture, and we met 
in session on Wednesday, and there, too 
late to get what we did in the report, 
they adopted four amendments. One 
of those did away with the farm-tenant 
purchase program under the Farmers' 
.Home Administration. They said to the 
4~,000 ''eterans who made applications 
for loans under their program, and they 
said to the 35,000 who now have their 
applications in the process of being ap:
proved, "We have cut you off because we 
have got to have-the money for the tax
reduction bill." There is no fund for 
that for the next year. And they looked 
at the triple A and they said., "Why, 
under the triple A program you are not 
supposed to get payments unless you do 
certain things for yourselves and for 
your own land. It has· cost you about 
$2 for each dollar that the Government 
promised to pay.". They said, "We need 
some more money, so instead o.f having 
to prove that you did this work, you just 
come in and say you did it and we will 
give you the money so that we can cut 
$8,000,000 more and make that avail:. 
able for this tax bill.". That was done. 

Then we come to crop insurance. The 
tes_timony from the Department was that 
it would take $4,000,000 to wind up the 
affairs of the crop insuranc·e program but 
in their need for additional funds, they 
cut the $2,000,0QO that they had earlier 
allowed to $1,000,000. Even though the 
present chairman of the committee las't 
year, when they were trying to reduce the 
administrative fund for the Farmers' 
Home Administration, then the Farm 
Security Administration, when he spoke 
against a simple cut of $1,000,000, from 
$24,000,000 to $23,000,000, said "I will not 
be a party to meat-ax methods of reduc
ing expenditures." Notwithstanding 
that, when this committee met, it went 
into that phase of th~.3 program and the 
administrative fund is cut approximately 
40 percent when they have outstanding 
loans of more than $800,000,000 that must 
be serviced and should be collected. 

Here is som.ething I want you to keep 
·in mind; and this is most unsuual. There 
were two little items that came up in that 
meeting of the rump committee, as 
some people have termed these call
backs. At the same meeting held about 
10 days after the business affairs of the 
committee were over there were two little 
bills of $·7 ,500 whic.b two good members 
of that party wanted to get through. The 
Department had not sent them down. 
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They had not even considered them. 
The Bureau of the Budget did ·not send 
them down. They had not considered 
them. Now, do not misunderstand me. 
I am not opposed to consideration of 
requests of individual Members who know 
the situation and who have a personal 
interest in presenting these matters, but 
10 days after the committee was throligh, 
and when they were called back to strike 
out $40,000,000 more out of the appro
priation for agriculture, they spend their 
·time approving two additional projects 
that individual members of the Repub
lican Party were interested in of $7,500 
each. That was a part of the committee 
action. 

But, here is the unusual circumstance 
connected with this, gentlemen. When 
the whole committee met and the Re
publican members of this subcommittee 
submitted in writing the action of the 
subcommittee in which they wiped out 
this $40,000,000, lo and behold these two 
little bills that were stirred up to take 
care of individual Members, without any 
showing at all, had been overlooked. 
When I asked the question as to why 
they were not included, it· was said, 
"Why, they were adopted so. late that 
·we could not bring them here without 
having to mess up the entire tabulations 
and tables. We could not figure them 
through these reports." 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the. gentleman yield? 

Mr: Wffi'ITEN. In just a moment. 
Of course, my question then was, "How 

could you figure the $40,000,000 that you 
cut away back through these reports, 
when they were .. adopted the same 
morning?" We have· had n.o real answer 
to that as yet. You are bound to reach 
the conclusion that it was determined 
that it might be a little embarrassing, but 
I doubt that that would embarrass any 
group who· would come here this year 
and absolutely destroy several of the 
farm programs which they sponsored 
and approved less than a year ago and 
preceding the_ last election. · 

I now yield to the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. The 
gentleman has in part answered the 
question I have not asked. As I recall, 
the reason for the two items to which the 
gentleman refers was that the matters 
had come up after the bill was closed. 
I thought perhaps the gentleman also 
wanted to include in the list the money 
we voted to repair the damages due to 
the Oklahoma tornado, which came up 
at the same time and which was included 
at the same time. 

Mr. WIDTTEN. Does the gentleman 
mean to indicate that they are of some
what the same nature, the Oklahoma 
situation and that in the gentleman's 
district and that in the district of the 
gentlewoman from Ohio? · 

Mr. PHIT..LIPS of California. I am 
qUite sure the gentleman wants to be 
accurate, and will say it was not in this 
gentleman's district. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. In the gentleman's 
State; perhaps I am in error. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I thank 
the gentleman, but we have 23 Congress
men in California. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. Yes, .and we feel the 
weight of their v..otes sometimes, as we 
apparently did this morning in the vote 
·on the rule. 

I have never opposed any cuts in the 
Department of Agriculture. I believe I 
have a good record here in economy. I 
subscribe to most of the reductions in 
this bill if they were properly applied. 
But to show you that the cuts · in this 
-Department are a result of the pressures 
of the announcement of certain political 
-leaders in the Republican Party, read 
this bill, and you will not see where there 
is any case where there must be a reduc
tion in personnel, with one exception, 
and that is that in the Information Serv
ice it is limited· to 250 people. 

When they set out to absolutely ruin 
-the Soil Conservation Service and the 
triple-A payments because of the dupli
cation between those agencies and the 
Extension Service, I said, "Gentlemen, 
do not ruin a service to the American 
people. If there are faults and duplica
tions that ought to be eliminated, and I 
agree with you that there are,, this com
mittee should consolidate all those super
visory and administrative personnel, and 
I will go along with you in doing that." 
But no, they were not interested in that, 
they just cut the total amount of money, 
because what is necessary is to show up 
with the funds. 

I tried to do that throughout this bill. 
When they got to the REA, the chief 
-objection, and you gentlemen will bear 
me out, to the REA appropriation for 
administrative funds was objections to 
certain people who have to do with that 
administration. I do not believe there is 
a Member of this House who would in
tentionally-! do not know what the 
pressures are from the national party, 
never having undergone such presst.Jres 
myself, but I do not believe in the face 
of any pressure from any party that-any 
man from an agricultural region would 
have the courage to cut down the expan
sion of the Rural Electrification Admin
istration, as much as it means to the 
rural people of this country. But I think 
it must be agreed that the chief reason 
for this cut in the administrative ex
penses of the REA was a disagreement 
with, dislike of, or failure to appreciate 
the capacity of certain people who have 
to do with this operation. Of course, 
there could be real merit to that with 
regard to a few people. I do not know, 
many of them are able, conscientious 
administrators, but I do say that I tried 
to get the majority members of this com
mittee to bring the Secretary of Agri
culture in here. I said to the committee, 
"If there is something wrong with the 
administration of this agency, let us cor
rect it, but let us not cut out a service to 
the American people, let us not cripple an 

. agency here which means more to the 
farm people and those who live in rural 
areas than almost anything that has been 
done in this Government." 

One of the biggest reasons for the ne
cessity of setting up this administration 
in the outset was because the utility com
panies had gone into the more populous 
areas and gotten the so-called cream of 
the crop. The first local REA associa
tions quite naturally were set up in the 

more populous areas. The first lines 
built were through the more populous 
areas, and it is only during the l~t few 
years that proper attention has been 
'given to area coverage and to planning 
so that eventually this service can be 
given to all rural people. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to call attention also to the 
fact that when a local REA association 
borrows money from the Government, 
makes .its original plan, and has it ap
proved, that the Rural Electrification 
Administration is without power to ex
pand their service and carry their lines 
to other areas .where they give addi
tional service to still more people. How
ever, the Rural Electrification Admin
istration does have an opportunity to 
do that when the additional loans are 
requested, the so-called class B loans. 
Under the law, once the local co-op is 
created, expansion is in the hands of 
the directors and manager of the local 
association. Certainly they should, and 
I believe they do; want to expand this 
service to their neighbors and to others 
in their own area who have been un
able to ,get current. But we need the 
national administration to assist in 
making available poles, transformers, 
and materials, and to see in this time of 
shortage that all of that do.es not go into 
the ·hands of the utility ·companies. 
Most of these directors are not experi
enced engineers, and they need the bene
fit of the national association and engi
neers for planning so that eventually the 
line can be built economically to all rural 
people of the Nation, and yet though 
practically all the money requested· for 
loan authority is made available, the 
·fund for the rural electrification is re
duced by one-third. 

The first of this year there were two 
and one-half million farm families still 
living without electric light and power. 
It is estimated that in addition to these 
unelectrified farms there are more than 
2,000,000 rural establishments such as 
schools, crossroads business places, and 
rural dwellings not on farms that do not 
have high-line power. 

Few counties, even in the most pros
perous areas, have completed their rural 
electrification. While a big and difficult 
part of the job remaining is in the less 
densely settled areas of the West, it is a 
fact that almost 60 percent of the unelec
trifted farms are east of the Mississippi 
River. The States of New York, Pennsyl
vania, Ohio, and West Virginia, as a 
group, have more unelectriped farms 
than all of the 11 westernmost States 
together. 

Nine States each have more than 120,-
000 farms still awaiting the highlines. In 
each of 18 States there are more than 

·60,000 farms without electricity. 
These figures give an indication of the 

magnitude of what has yet to be done. 
The REA today has a backlog of applica
tions for rural-electrification loans to
taling $237,000,000 and will have $270,-
000,000 at the end of the fiscal year. 
Farmers in every State and every com
munity are insisting that they be given 
the opportunity to provide themselves 
with electricity. Even though good 
progress has been made during these 
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dozen year~ . the fact that approximately 
43 percent of the Nation's farms still are 
unelectrified represents a powerful chal
lenge to future action. 

Such reduction would be penny-wise 
and pound-foolish. It would be costly 
in terms of dollars, and even more costly 
in terms of accomplishing the objectives 
of rural electrification. 

The Congress has authorized a billion
dollar investment in rural electrification. 
This investment is self-liquidating but is 
not and cannot ·be self -administered. 
The Government's contracts must be 
carried out and the Government's 
security must be protected. Common 
business sense requires this. An arbi
trary reduction in the funds for adminis
tration of this program is unwarranted 
and unwise--it is just poor business. 
Let us examine the facts. 

As every single member of this House 
representing a rural area well knows, 
the extension of electricity is today more 
desired than any other single improve
ment that can come to . unserved rur'al 
areas. No single thing can so greatly re
duce the difference between rural and 
urban living standards as the taking of 
electricity to farm homes. Fortunately, 
we have in the REA program a method in 
this country by which that objective can 
be accomplished on a self-liquidating · 
basis. 

The rural electrification program is 
being carried forward through nearly 
one thousand individual farmer-owned 
cooperatives. Up until the war and some 
since with the guidance, counsel, and en
couragement which the relatively small 
staff of the Rural Electrification Admin
istration has been able to give, these 
farmer-mamtged cooperatives have been 
constantly growing and reaching out to 
serve more and more of their neighbors. 
It can be said, almost without exception, 
plans are getting started to carry the 
REA program forward in every single 
rural community of this Nation. Today 
there are REA-financed lines in more 
than 2,200 counties. There are nearly 
one and three-quarter million farm 
families and other rural consumers re
ceiving service from REA-financed lines. 
New consumers are going on REA-fi
nanced lines at the rat~ . of 25,000 ·per 
month. Plans projected into 1948 indi
cate that the program will accelerate to 
a point where new consumers will be 
connected at a rate exceeding one-half · 
million per year. 

Even though the cooperatives are . 
pushing into thinner and thinner terri
tory, their, financial record is excellent. 
They have repaid more than twenty mil
l!on dollars on their loans before the due 
date. · 

Although the progress during the past 
12 years has been amazing, with the 
percentage of farms electrified increas
ing from 11 to about 57 percent, there 
still remain about two and one-half 
million unserved farm homes--some of 
them, incidentally, in every rural con
gressional district--and at least 2,000,000 
other unserved rural dwellings, churches, 
schools and the like. To these unserved 
people the great progress made· during 
the last decade is meaningless. Their 
homes are as dark and their lives filled 
with as much drudgery now as they were 

before the program started. It is in 
terms of those people that we must think. 

We want the cooperatives -to be con
stantly encouraged to take in new mem
bers and to build more liries-in fact to 
get on with the job of electrifying rural 
America. More importantly, we must 
rely on the REA staff to give to the efforts 
of each of these hundreds of coopera
tives in 46 .States, a national plan of area 
coverage which will assure that the bene
fits of electricity will be made available 
in all rural areas in the most economical 
manner possible at the earliest possible 
date. 

ADEQUATE SUPPORT IS NOT GIVEN FOR THE 

RESEARC~ AND MARKETING ACT OF 194 6 

Mr. Chairman, it has been recognized 
for many years that research in agricul
ture has worked wonders. It has given 
us improved seed, greater· production 

· from the same investment and from the 
same work. We have seen total produc
tion of agriculture products multiplied 
many times as a result of research in pro
duction. And as a result this country has 
been able to produce and meet the needs 
through this war. We have seen produc
tion reach untold limits, and except for 
the world's needs we would have tre
mendous surpluses today. Just as soon 
as the world is able to supply its own 
needs even to a limited extent, surpluses 
Will pile up again in this great Nation. 

The chairman of the agriculture legis
lative committee and the ranking Demo
crats on the committee, Mr. HoPE and 
Mr. FLANAGAN, joined by my able col
league, Mr. ABERNETHY, of Mississippi, 
realizing that this situation was not too 
far off, last year passed through this Con
gress the Agriculture Marketing Act of 
1946, known as the Hope-Flanagan bill. 

Duties levied on imported agricultural 
commodities have been used to protect 
the farmers of this country from the 
impact of disastrous price collapse that 
follows a little surplus production and 
has given the low-income consumers ac
cess to better foods. This action strikes 
at farmers of the entire Nation. 

Why is it, Mr. Chairman, that this 
subcommittee has taken upon itself to 
repeal one of the major legislative actions 
of this Congress in history for the pro
tection of American agriculture and the 
granting to those that engage in agricul
ture fair treatment with industrial pro
duction which through the years has had 
protection, and in its action is com
pletely usurping the jurisdiction, rights, 
and prerogatives of the great agricul
ture legislative committee headed by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HoPE]? 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. HORAN. The gentleman recalls, 

of course, that we have not reduced any 
of the loans for the REA. Is that right? 

Mr. WHITTEN. There is a $25,000,-
000 reduction. 

Mr. HORAN. That was not ~ loan 
fund. 

Mr. WHITTEN. There is a slight re
duction, although I doubt the loan au
thority has been seriously crippled. 

Mr. HORAN. To give an illustration, 
the gentleman recalls perha_Rs that it is 
the experience of the REA cooperatives 
in his own district that in some cases it 

has been a matter of overadministra
tion or overregulation on the part of 
the REA at the Federal level. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman. 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. ZIMMERMAN. The gentleman is 

making a very interesting statement. 
Can you tell us why the-Committee on 
Appropriations brought an amendment 
here to the act dealing with the lending 
powers of the REA rather than submit 
that question to the House Committee 
on Agriculture which wrote the pro
visions providing how the loans are to 
be made and how the REA shoU1d get 
its funds? 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is a rather dif
ficult question to answer. The action of 
this committee does not reflect my own 
views. Apparently, it was believed that 
now is the time to act and that the 
majority members of the committee 
could do as good or even better a job 
than the folks on your committee. That 
is about the only way :Pcan see it. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Did your com
mittee find any reason why under the 
plan set up by the House Committee on 
Agricultur" for the REA to obtain these 
loans and get money with which to op
erate they did not recommend to the 
Committee on Agriculture that this com
mittee study the question and report the 
necessary changes back to the Congress 
for action? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I wish to say with re
gard to that particular provision, doubt
less it is an improvement over the former 
procedure, but in view of the history of 
the differences between· the legislative 
committee and the appropriations sub
committee, certainly I think it . would 
have been much, much better, instead of 
bringing it in in this way that appropri
ate action had been recommended to the 
gentleman's committee and acted upon 
by that committee. 

I now yield to my chairman. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. In direct response to 

my friend from Missouri, this matter was 
initiated by the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation itself after a check with the 
Budget Bureau, the budget officer, and 
the Budget Division of the Department 
of Agriculture, for the reason that it 
would be far better to go directly to the 
Treasury with a consequent saving of 
three-quarters of 1 percent in adminis
trative costs and thereby enable an econ
omy of $25,000,000 to be effected because 
it was not necessary then to cover the so
called 85 percent collateral clause in the 
basic law. That is the answer. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Does the gentle
man mean to say that he encourages and 
favors representatives from the REA or 
any other Government agency coming 
before your committee? 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I suggest that 
the gentleman referred to the RFC? 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I am speaking 
now of the RFC or the REA coming be
fore your committee and suggesting 
changes to be made in the basic law rath
er than to have these people come to the 
legislative committees of the Congress 
which were set up to do that job? Can 
you explain why you encourage that? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. May I say to my good 
friend from Missouri th~t I encourage 
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everybody in government to e0me and 
see me individually or in my capacity as 
chairman if I think it will enhance em
ciency and economy in government. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Then you advo
cate that all of these departments come 
to your committee and let you write the 
.law with respect to these departments 
rather than to the legislative committees 
of this House. Is that what you are ad
vocating? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That was not the 
gentleman's question in th.e first place. 
I encouraged those people to come, be-:
cause I like to get these ideas that will 
give us sounder and more emcient gov
ernmental structure. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. WiL you explain 
again, are we to let people come to a 
star chamber session where the public 
is not invited, where nobody knows what 
is going on, and there formulate the 
policies of these agencies and depart
ments of government, without anybody 
outside being advised about what is go·· 
ing on until this report finally comes 
out a day or two before the bill is up for 
consideration? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The · gentleman's 
question is beautifully academic, be
cause all hearings are closed in the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Do you think, 
then, admitting they are all closed, that 
that committee should assume to take 
over the burden of the legislative duties 
of this Congress? · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Definitely not, but 
may I remind the gentleman that every 
legislative proviso in this bill is coupled 
with an economy. That is the impor
tant point. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Then you can 
justify revising and revamping prac
tically all of the legislative action of this 
Congress that has been had by its legis
lative committees? Is that right? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The gentleman knows 
the answer to that as well as I do. 'l'he 
answer is "No." It must be done within 
reasonable limits and with the proper 
restrictions. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I think this Con
gress should know pretty soon just how 
far the Appropriations Committee of the 
House of Representatives proposes to go 
when it deals with legislative matters. 

Mr. lliRKSEN. The best answer is 
the history of the Appropriations Com
mittee. 

Mr. WHITTEN. May I state to the 
gentleman from Missouri that you. have 
a perfect example of how far the com
mittee will go in the bill now being 
considered. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. There are five 
different provisions in this bill rewriting 
the law goyerning certain agencies and 
groups. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. May I remind the 
gentleman that in other years, when your 
party was in power, the subcommittee 
used to come in here with a dozen or 
fifteen provisions in the bill. We have 
been very modest and restrained. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. I will say to the 
gentleman from Illinois that he well 
knows, because he is a very able and em- · 
cient Member of this body--

Mr. DIRKGEN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. The gentleman 
well knows the proposition was rr ade 
that appropriations for certain things 
that were beneficial to agriculture would 
not be made, because there was no basic 
law authorizing-the ~:Qpropriations, and 
finally this House said that unless you 
have legislative action for these appro
priations, we are not going to give them 
to you. The gentleman well knows that 
the House Committee on Agriculture 
went to the Appropriations Committee, 
of which you were a member, and asked 
for a list of the things that needed legis
lative support. The House Committee 
on Agriculture sat down and wrote a bill, 
containing, I think, 75 or 80 different 
provisions, e~ one you said was nec
essary to obviate a rule waiving points of 
order, and we passed that bill in this 
House. Yet, in spite of that fact, your 
committee comes back today in five dif:
ferent instances and seeks to place legis
lation on an appropriation bill, and even 
to amend laws which this Congress has 
written. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. As a matter of fact, 
the Committee on Agriculture has not 
come to the present chairman of this 
subcommittee with any such. proposal. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. You were a mem
ber of that committee when \/e did it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The instant chairman 
of the subcommittee has made specific 
recommendations to the chairman of 
your committee with · respect to things 
that should be done. That is, they were 
informal, but they were specific, none
theless. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, Ire
fuse to yield further. I have concluded 
that many of these differences are not 
going to be resolved, so we might as well 
proceed. 

Now, with regard to the action of this 
committee, in several instances, certainly, 
I think we have broken faith with Amer
ican agriculture. Only last year the dis
tinguished chairman of this committee 
went on this floor and urged the farm .. 
ers of this country to plant every avail
able acre, be it thin, be it eroded, what
ever its condition was; that the food 
situation in the United States and 
throughout the world was so deplorable 
that the farmers of this Nation should 
plant every available inch of ground they 
had into farm products, to help relieve 
this shortage. There the chairman said, 
when crops are produced, of course there 
is another element in there, arid that is 
to conserve the soil : 

I was a little hostile a few years ago, as 
you may remember, to the Soil Conservation 
Service, but the more I saw of the world, the 
erosion, the leaching process, in India, in 
Ceylon, north Africa, and elsewhere, where 
people have such difficulty in making sus
sistence, where people have to work from 
sunrise to sunset, I got a. better appreciation . 
as to what soil, one of the greatest assets of 
our country really means. So, soil conserva
tion, and also the practice carried on under 
the Soil Service, and Domestic Allotments, 
are some of the top functions of the De
partment. 

Then he goes' on to urge the farmers 
to do everything possible toward produc
tion of agricultur.al products regardless 
of its effect on the soil. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN ... I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. · Will the gentleman 

tell them that the gentleman from Illi
nois has not changed his views about 
that matter, and then tell theni also that 
they have over a hundred publicity ex
perts in Soil Conservation, over 146 peo
ple doing personnel work; and that what 
the gentleman from Illinois wants to do 
is to eliminate a lot of waste and ex
travagance, and if h.e had had his own 
way he would have cut it half in two for 
the purpose of getting at this d·..tplication 
and waste the gentleman from Illinois 
pointed out. 

Soil Conservation has 12,000 people, 
the Extension Service has 11,000 people: 
the Farmers' Home Administration has 
9,200 at the farm level. All of C1em were 
engaged in some kind of duplication. 

Mr. WHITTEN. And the gentleman 
will admit that he refused and the com
mittee refused to consider the consolida
tion of supervisory and administrative 
personnel in those respec~ive agencies 
so as to- get at the basic problem and 
thereby reduce the cost of the service in
stead of the service. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. My good friend· be
labors me first because to bring about 
some economy there is legislation in the 
bill, and then he belabors me again by 
suggesting tbat we should rewrite the 
basic legislation of the agencies involved. 

Mr. WHITTEN. What I am attempt
ing to develop-is that if he will study the 
basic legislation in each instance he will 
find how Congress has outlined the car
rying out of the policy for which money 
is appropriated. · · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. But tfie Committee 
on Appropriations could not break down 
these three large agencies. 

Mr. WIDTTEN. · They could because 
no legislation is -required. Certainly the 
gentleman would not insist that the Ap
propriations Committee could not strike 
out duplications which are not required 
by law. Then· if he could bring a bill 
such as this which repeals certain basic 
legislation certainly the gentleman would 
not argue that such consolidations rould 
not be made .. 

Mr. DIRttSEN. The gentleman cer
tainly will argue it because you could ac
complish it only by a bill making this 
coordination. The economies we have 
effected are so designed as not to impair 
the emcacy of the agencies affected. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. The gentleman f: Jm 
Illinois, I might say, is one of the most 
affable but one of the smoothest opera
tors it has ever been my privilege .to deal 
with .. 

Here is the fact about 'this matter of 
soil-conservation payments. It has been · 
represented time and time again here 
that-this is a payment to individuals, a 
direct gran_t from the Government to 
farmers. The distinguished gentleman 
from California took that view. I want 
to call your attention to the fact that 
these payments are based on and ma:fe 
available for certain work to retafif or 
improve the fertility of land. The more 
land on which these improved practices 
can be carried out, the greater the ex-

. pense to the farmers. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of . the 

gentleman ·from Mississippi has expired. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I Yield 

the gentleman froin Mississippi five ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The more land on 
which these practices are carried out, the 
more the expense is to the farmer. The 
farmer must spend on this land $2 out 
of his own 'pocket for every one the Fed
eral Government pays for such improved 
practices. The Federal Government 
says that for every $2· he puts up the 
Federal Government will put up one be
cause the Federal Government is 'inter
ested in the fertility of the soil of this 
Nation. Each year when this appropria
tions subcommittee has met, since I have 
been a member of it, we have made the 
appropriations for the current year to 
pay for the Federal Government's con
tribution to pay for that work, which has 
been usually three times as much as the 
Federal contribution will pay for, and 
we announce the program for the next 
year. Now, the Department of Agricul
ture in times past has relied upon that 
announcement of the program for the 
next year. The triple-A committees 
meet that formula, announce what they 
want the farmers to do, each farmer 
paying two-thirds of the cost himself, 
and the farmers would act on it, would 
expend his funds, and then the succeed
ing year the Budget Bureau in several 
instances proceeded to cut down the 
amount of money necessary. to carry out 
the FedeMl Government's commitment 
or to pay for the practices which have 
been carried ·out as announced through 
this committee the preceding year. Last 
year-I do not see any way in the world 
to get around this-as a commitment to 
the American farmer Judge Tarver said: 
"We are tired of this practice," and he 
offered an amendment fixing the pro
gram for next year at $300,000,000. It 
is a floor and it is a ceiling and, he said, 
"I offer it so that there can be no mis
understanding of the situation." He 
said he had submitted it to the commit
tee, which would include the gentleman 
from Illinois and my Republican col
leagues on the committee, and stated, "I 
offer it as a committee amendment.'' 
The exact proceedings are as follows: 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer a com
mittee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
"Committee amendment offered by Mr. 

Tarver: On page 48, lines 21 to 23, strike 
out all the language within the parentheses 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
'amounting to $300,000,000, including admin
istration.' " 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I am presenting 
for the consideration of the Committee. of 
the Whole the question to which I made ref
erence a few moments ago. That is, whether 
or not you are going to authorize for the crop
year 19-1.:7 program, $300,000,000. I am pre
senting it in language which is so definite 
in character as to admit of no misconstruc
tion. It is the time now to decide whether 
you want to reduce the 1947 crop ·year pro
gram, not next year after the plans of the 
Department and those of State AAA authori
ties and the farmers have already been com
pleted.· If we want to reduce it, reduce it 
now and reject my amendment and offer 
some other amendment to indicate a lower 
figure. 

But if you want to fix it definitely and in 
such form as to enable the farmers of the 

country to rely upon it implicitly so that 
.even the Bureau of the Budget cannot dis
regard it, then adopt the amendment which I 
have offered. 

I may say that I have submitted this 
amendment to the members of the subcom
mittee and it is, therefore, offered as a com
mittee amendment, since it met with their 
approval. 

I hope the amendment will be adopted. 
Mr. PoAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle

man yield? 
Mr. TARVER. I yield. 
Mr. PoAGE. I wish to see if I thoroughly 

understand the amendment. The bill as now 
written ·puts on a ceiling of $300,000,000 for 
next year. 

Mr. TARVER. Exactly. 
Mr. PoAGE. As I understand it, if we adopt 

the gentleman's amendment we have in 
effect approved $300,000,000 for next year 
without either putting it up or down; in 
other words, it i.s a kind of floor as well 
as ceiling. 

Mr. TARVER. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

The question was taken; and oh a division 
(demanded by Mr. ·TABER) there ·were-ayes 
62, noes 19. · 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

It · will be noted from the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD that not a single objec
tion was raised by any member of this 
subcommittee to this amendment nor to 
Mr. Tarver's statement. It .may be 
stated without any chance of contra
diction that the American ·farmer was 
told by the Congress, as was the De
partment of Agriculture, that $300,000,-
000 would be used to pay the Federal 
Government's share of this program for 
this calendar year, funds for which are 
provided in this bill. Notwithstanding 
this commitment, notwithstanding the 
fact that the payments have already 
been earned, this bill reduces from $300,-
000,000 to $165,000,000 the sum available 
to meet this commitment. 

This commitment was acted on by the 
Department of Agriculture, programs 
were announced providing for expendi
ture of these funds, and promises were 
made to the American farmer that if 
they would spend this money from their 
own pockets and do this work that the 
funds would be available. Now it is said 
that since the Republic·an members of 
this committee are faced with the ne
cessity of cutting out essential money 
from this appropriation bill that in the 
announcement to the farmers a state ... 
ment was made in fine print that inso
far as money is available the money wilr 
be paid. I say to you, Mr. Chairman, 
this language meant that if the farmer 
signed up and spent his money in 
such program so that the Government's 
one-third would be more than $300,000,-
000 that, of course, the farmer knew he 
·would not be repaid except the pro rata 
share of the $300,000,000 to offset the 
cost which he had been put to in car
rying out such programs. Certainly 
there can be no more definite showing 
where agriculture and the farmers of 
the Nation stand with the Republican 
Party than in this absolute failure of 
the Republican Party to carry out this 
commitment, as I have heretofore de
scribed. 

There is one other thing here which 
I think is deplorable, and that is the re
peal of section 32 funds. Throughout 

the years we have through high tariffs 
protected those in the industrial fields. 
We have enacted the minimum wages 
and hours law, and as long as organized 
labor can protect itself through the 
power of its bargaining, just so long it 
is going to be necessary to provide some 
protection to those who happen to be 
engaged in agriculture in this country. 
We must do that. 

Under section 32 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act 30 percent of the cus
toms revenue that this Government col
lected because · it let competitive agri
cultural commodities come into this 
country to help handle the surpluses that . 
might grow up in this Nation is set aside 
for agriculture to h_andle surpluses. I 
say to you in the last 10 years funds from 
section 32 have been used to bail out, 
true, the farmers in my ,cotton South, 
but if you will study the record you will 
find this is not a local problem or that 
local groups have received the major part 
of the benefits. It has spread over the 
entire United St.ates of America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has again 
expired. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman five additional minutes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, may 
I point out to you that in the last 10 
years these funds which under the basic 
law belongec to agriculture have been 
used to bail out the wheat farmers in 
the West, it has been used to bail out 
the fruit producers in the country of the 
gentleman from California. These funds 
have been used for the following pur
poses: 

To help the producers of poultry 
product:', $81,699,000. 

To help producers of fruit, $146,016,000. 
For producers of grain, $180,610,000. 
For the dairy farmer, $125,097,000. 
To move surplus cotton, $154,080,000. 
For producers of meat and meat prod-

ucts, $71,872,000. 
For the growers of nuts, $25,195,000. 
To move surplus tobacco, $10,424,000. 
To purchase vegetables from dis-

tressed vegetable producers, $120,896,000. 
To the growers of miscellaneous 

crops, $19,745,000. 
To provide cheap milk and lunches for 

the school children of America, $204,-
312,000. 

The deplorable thing about this situa
tion is that the gentleman from Illinois 
has . never. had any sympathy with this 
basic legislation and has so expressed 
himself time and time again that they 
should come to the Appropriations Com
mittee for appropriations and they should 
not be entitled to these funds which come 
in· because foreign agricultural products 
are allowed to compete with the products 
of American agriCl,llture. 

I say that if in this bill they are per
mitted to repeal section 32, the tragedy 
of it is not only that you will have to go 
before . the Appropriations Subcommit
tee on Agriculture for appropriations 
to try to carry on this very wonderful 
work, but in view of the attitude as 
shown herein in regard to agricultural 
appropriations and as today expressed 
in this agricultural appropriation bill, 
you can tell in advance what the out
come is goinr; to be when you go before 
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that subcommittee, and I say to you that 
these funds under the basic law belong 
to agriculture and should be set up on 
the books to their credit and they should 
be made available in the years to come 
when they are going to have surpluses so 
that those surpluses will not pile up to 
destroy the market of the American 
people. 

I would like to point out one other 
thing to you gentlemen, that while on 
the face of it it may look like you are 
saving money, and it may be that you 
can claim credit for having saved it 
and that you can use it for this tax 
·reduction bill that you want to pass, 
but I will say as long as you have_ the 
Commodity Credit · Corporation and as 
long as you guarantee a loan on the 
purchase of commodities at 90 percent of 
parity, I say ' a removal of section 32 
funds may result, Mr. MURRAY, in the 
Government purchasing more and more 
and more of the surplus ·products of this 
country and in effect cost your Govern
ment money instead of saving money, 
and I believe that is a sound analysis of 
.what this· action may mean. 

We, in Congress, must realize that al
though it is the declared objective of 
the Federal Government to complete the 
job of rural electrification, the Fed,eral 
Government do~s not build and operate 
lines, it merely guides and stimulates 
local groups who are accomplishing this 
stated national objective. There is no 
way to force the local REA already op
erating to extend its lines. . Those of 
us in Congress who have maintained close 
touch with the rural-electrification pro
gram know, however, that there exists 
between the REA and its borrowers a 
close, cordial, cooperative relationship 
which is bringing rural America closer 
and closer to the realization of that ob
jective. 

The committee has recommended pro
vision of· $225,000,000 in loan funds for 
fiscal1948. While I commend this action, 
I am forced to point out that this pro
vision loses much of its value unless we 
equip REA with the funds it needs to 
carry on its work. The committee pro
posal to reduce drastically .the REA ad
ministrative fund would require substan
tial abandonment of the established, 
proven pattern of operations, and would 
seriously curtail the program of taking 
electricity to all farm people in the quick
est, most efficient manner possible, and, 
even more important, on a self-liquidat
ing basis. 

I hope that you wi'll support our amend
ment to restore these funds and assist us 
in seeing that the REA program is not 
retarded. 

One of the great legislative acts passed 
by this Congress was the Hope-Flan
nagan Act providing for research in the 
field of utilization and marketii:lg of 
Agricultural products. Under this bill 
the sum of $9,500,000 was authorized for 
research in the field of marketing and 
utilization of products for the fiscal year 
'1947; and the sum of $19,000,000 was 
authorized for the fiscal year 1948, the 
year for which this present appropriation 
is being made. No funds were secured 
for the present year and thus under the 
authorizing legislation $19,000,000 is au
thorized avajlable for the next year for 

this great field. As I have stated back 
in February it was announced by the 
leaders of this subcommittee that it was 
believed that we could get by without 
appropriating any · funds for the next 
fiscal year. However, so many people 
were interested and the reaction to such 
statement was so great that the majority 
members of the committee finally appro
priated $6,000,000 for this research pro
gram. This is a great deal better than 
no funds at all but it is my belief, Mr. 
Chairman, that in view of the splendid 
results we bave gotten for the funds ex
pended in research for productioa that 
certainly $9,500,000 should be made 
available for this program and at the 
appropriate time we plan to offer an 
amendment to increase this appropria
tion by $;:;,500,000. Certainly in the 
years ahead I want it to be said that we 
clearly foresaw that there would be sur
pluses of agricultural products and that 
we as a Congress had tried to learn new 
uses for those products and learn how 
to market those products to the best ad
vantage. I am afraid that the majority 
members of this committee will in the 
years to come have cause to regret their 
failure to make adequate provision for 
this program. 

Mr. Chairman, a revie\v of this bill will 
show that regardless of what the Re
publican members of the committee may 
say, the only reduction in personnel re
quired is a limit that may be placed on 
people in information services, where the 
total is fiXed at 250. 

Mr. Chairman, of ~he $381,000,000 
reduction provided in this bill, I subscribe 
to much of the reduction if it were prop
erly applied i~stead of left to the De
partment. However, . there are some 
programs vital to the welfare of agricul
ture that are eliminated, some practi
cally ruined and others drastically re
duced. Of course, I do not subscribe to 
such action. 

In at least five particulars this bill is 
short-sighted and almost tragic, and at 
the proper time we expect to offer 
amendments to correct such provisions. 

First: Section 32 of the laws of 1935, as 
amended, is repealed·for 1 year. 

Second. Soil-conservation payments 
are cut almost in half-after they have 
been earned and in direct violation of the 
action of this Congress last year. 

Third. The administrative funds of 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
are reduced by one-third. 

Fourth. Inadequate funds are pro
vided for research in utilization and mar
keting of agricultural products. 

Fifth. The tenant-purchase funds of 
the Farmers' Home Administration are 
completely eliminated and funds so es
sential for administering the $800,000,000 
now owed is drastically reduced below 
the point of good business. 

Gentlemen, when this rule was adopted 
this morning, my friends on the left de
termined that they were going to let the 
most affable, the · most able and one of 
the smoothest men I ever knew, with 
whom it is a pleasure to serve, determtn·e 
the agricultural policy of his party, and 
I say in this bill he is doing a mighty 
good job of determining it, and if these 
provisions that are legislative stay in this 
bill, he has done a good job of saying 

today that agriculture is not in the bag 
for the Republicans but that the farmers 
of this Nation must look to the other 
side of the aisle for protection as they 
have learned they had to do in the past 
few years. It has made me realize the 
importance of having the Democratic 
Party in power as much as I have opposed 
some of its policies, because there agri
culture and the people engaged in the 
industry stand high in the party councils 
and they will never be sold short as is 
being done here today under this bill. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. MURRAY]. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, I surely do not care to get 
into a political agricultural argument. 
It takes me most of my time to keep 
out of them. I had a memorandum 
prepared and intended to give it as a 
1-minute speech this morning. The 
heading is, "Steagall. support prices are 
the bills of rights for the American 
farmer." After what I have heard to
day, I am not too sure that we should 
talk about agriculture. We should 
probably inject politics along in with it. 
There is too much politics and not enough 
agriculture in the air here today. 

I take the position that so far as agri
culture is concerned it has not been on 
a parity-income basis since 1922, and 
that things were not too rosy, the seventh 
year of the more abundant life or in 
1939. I claim that the agricultural 
prices for 1939 show that we were just 
about in the same position in 1939 as 
we were in 1932, the year that is so dear 
to our fliends' hearts. With that in 
.mind I have taken a page out of the Au
gust 1939 Agricultural Prices. This in
dicates that they are absolute facts and 
authentic. 

What do I find? I find that in Au
gust 1939 this seventh year of the more 
abundant life, when wheat was 54 cents 
a bushel, they were paying 27 cents-per
bushel export subsidy to get rid of it. 
Wheat was only 49 percent of parity the 
seventh year of the more abundant life. 
Corn was 57 percent of parity, and rye 
was 38 percent of parity. Well, of course, 
they helped the rye business along quite 
a little because at a time when rye was 
bringing 58 percent of parity they low
ered the duty by 20 percent and put an 
embargo on wheat. I do not know how 
anybody in the South or anybody else 
can be satisfied with the price set-up 
in 1939 so far as agriculture is con
cerned. Here is cotton bringing 56 per
cent of parity or 8.6 cents a pound. · 
In other words, my contention is, regard
less of the 28 bills that our distinguished 
colleague from Michigan [Mr. CRAw
FORD] says have been passed in the name 
of King Cotton, that the Steagall 
amendment fundamentally, is really the 
farmer's bill of rights. Day after day it 
grieves me to see the support program 
so badly administered. If this support 
program is not administered with com
mon sense, yes, and nonpolitically and 
non.sectionally, public opinion will bring 
it to an end in spite of what its support
ers may wish. 

The Steagall amendment was not nec
essarily a political, partisan affair, either, 
because that amendment had rather 
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unanimous support, as the gentlemen 
from Michigan [Mr. WOLCOTT and Mr. 
CRAWFORD] and the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. HuLL] can verify. I think 
once in a while it might be well for our 
colleagues to remember that pretty much 
of the agriculture of this country centers 
around Chicago as the capital, and that 
a dozen States around Chicago do a large 
share of the food producing that is going 
on in the United States. Outside of 
Texas and California, there are very few 
States that can or do feed themselves. 

I do not care to get into the political 
part of it, as I say. We can talk about 
giving a man $4 for a soil check or $7 for 
one, but, after all, what makes the dif
ference is what he gets at the end of the 
month for his milk check or at the end of 
the season for his tobacco check, or what 
he gets for the ptoduce he sells from his 
farm. That is a farm program a farmer 
understands and appreciates. 

With all these glowing tributes that 
have been given to the present adminis
tration, I should like to call your atten
tion to the fact that right today milk 
prices in my State have gone down 40 
percent. Why is this, and why has this 

been allowed to happen? I have not seen 
anybody worrying about that. My con
tention is that the support price for milk 
and some of its products are not being 
supported in keeping with the Steagall 
amendment nor its intent. 

If we can get the Commodity Credit 
Corporation and get the people in the 
high places to really support legal, lawful 
price-and I might say the record of this 
administration has not been too good in 
the past in connection with the Steagall 
amendment--many of the worries of 
American agriculture will be eliminated. 
It is not any wonder that pork is high 
when . in 1943 and 1944 they let hogs sell 
below 60 percent of parity, contrary to 
law. They let eggs go much below 90 
percent of parity. I say· as far as agri
cultural production is concerned we have 
to live up to the support price as provided 
in the Steagall amendment. That is No. 
1. That, together with the high rate of 
employment in the United States, is the 
best agricultural program this country 
has had or, in my opinion, ever will have. 

My memorandum and official table 
are: 

STEAGALL SUPPORT PRICES ARE THE BILL OF RIGHTS 
TO THE AMERICAN FARMER 

Mr. Chairman, the agriculture prices 
from 1930 to 1940 were very low. By 
1939, the seventh year of the more abun
dant life, the whole agriculture program 
had bogged down in spite of the billions 
of dollars that had been spent on a few 
crops representing less than one-third of 
American agriculture. With 10,000,000 
people still unemployed, the relationship 
between the pay rolls of the country and 
agriculture prices was most apparent. 

The greatest influence on farm prices 
in America today and yesterday is and 
was the size of the pay rolls of the Na
tion. Satisfactory-agricultural prices re
quire high employment at good wages. 

The war not only put the labor in the 
factory to work, but also the labor on the 
farm to work as well. The war pre
vented the huge losses that the CCC was 
apparently going to face. 

The following page from the official 
Agricultural Prices of the United States 
Department of Agriculture indicates 
what agriculture prices can be expected 
with an unemployment list of 10,000,000 
in our country. 

United States Department of Agriculture-Agricultural Marketing Service-United States prices received by farmers, pe1·centage of parity 1 

1938 1939 

Commodity 

Aug. 15 Sept. 15 Oct. 15 N.ov. 15 Dec.15 Jan. 15 Feb. Hi Mar. 15 Apr. 15 May15 June 15 July 15 Aug. 15 
------------------~ --- ------------

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Wheat __________ -- ---------- ---------- 45 47 46 ~6 48 51 51 51 52 57 56 50 49 
Corn._----- __ -----. _____ -----._-.---- 60 59 51 49 53 M 54 55 56 60 '62 59 57 
Oats __________________________________ 40 43 44 44 49 52 52 53 54 59 59 53 51 
Barley------ _____________ • ______ --. _-- 44 45 46 44 47. 49 48 49· 49 50 51 46 45 Rye ______ __ __________________ ________ 35 35 36 35 36 38 37 36 36 40 43 38 38 
Buckwheat _______ ----_--- ______ . ____ . 71 U4 59 58 58 58 59 60 59 60 Ill 61 60 
Flaxseed ____________________ --- ___ - .. - 72 74 76 74 77 80 76 77 77 75 76 65 64 Rice _________________________________ :. 

61 54 57 60 61 62 64 62 61 62 61 59 57 
Cotton.------------------------ •... .!. 52 52 54 5.4 53 53 53 53 52. 54 56 56 55 
Cottonseed ______ • ___________ ._ ... __ -_ 75 74 78 81 81 81 79 81 . 81 80 80 73 58 
Potatoes t ___ -------------------- _____ 61 55 59 ():~ 72 75 76 76 88 75 71 89 81 
Sweetpotatocs ____________________ ____ 78 65 .57 53 58 63 66 67 68 71 73 75 83 
Peanuts._------ __ -------. ___ .-.---.-. 56 52 52 54 55 57 1\7 57 57 [)7 57 56 56 
Apples ._-------- ----------------- ----- 62 64 . 65 7" 75 78 79 81 83 84 84 74 55 
Butterfat •----------------- -------- ___ 77 75 72 71 75 72 74 66 64 GS 72 71 73 
Chickens .. ---- ----- ----- .• -----.---- - 9~ 99 94 94 9-1 97 99 99 100 97 93 Q5 92 
·Eggs a _____ -----------------------. ___ 89 90 R3 71 68 1}5 61 79 79 76 74 79 75 

~~cfrsCtiffie~~== == = ==== == = = = = = ::: ===== == · 
85 88 79 79 76 76 79 78 72 70 65 69 61 
96 98 96 95 98 J02 lOS 107 108 108 104 102 100 

Veal calves .. ------------------------- 93 97 97 96 95 98 103 102 99 97 94 95 96 
Lambs._ ----------------------------- 88 87 86 92 96 99 100 100 106 108 101 99 95 
Tobacco: 2 

104 97 79 Flue-cured ___ --------- ____ ------. 104 115 136 42 ---------- ---------- ---------- 92 
Fire-cured .•. ___ . -- ----. _- .... - .. - ---------- ---------- ---------- ---------- 93 79 75 75 58 75 -------- -- ---------- ........................ 
Burley_.- ------- --- -- ------------ -------86' -------63- 116 108 87 ·---------Maryland ____ _______ __ _______ ____ ------ii7' 71 81 49 39 49 134 123 110 118 
Dark air-cured ___________________ ---·------ ...................... ... ---·------ ---------- 98 89 64 81 -- -----8ii' ---------- ---------- ............................. 
Cigar-lc_a.L •. -- ______ -- _. --- _ ... -. -------45' ~-----16' 

124 127 86 109 107 _ .. ________ --- ----- --
Hay----------------------------------

-------45' 44 45 45 47 45 45 45 44 4.5 46 
WooL ______ ______________ ------------ 84 81 85 88 

I 
87 87 87 87 85 91 !l5 94 9G 

1 Subject to revision: Indexes based on revised seriPs will be publ!shed currpntly I?cginnip.g later i~ th~ year. . . . . . 
1 Base prices are averages for the crop years 1919-28. 'l'axes and mterest not cons1dercd m dctermmatwn of panty pnccs of commod1t1es when usmg postwar base. 
a Adjusted for seasona l variation. 

Since then the Steagall support pro
gram has been put in operation and the 
most important farm c.rops and prod
ucts do · have or are at least supposed 
to have the support guaranteed by law. 

The Steagall support is really agricul
ture's bill of rights. The agriculture bill 
of rights guaranteed by the law of the 
land should come first, before any group 
asks to get a chance to pass their tin 
cups around and ask for special favors. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HoPEL 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
asked for this time in order to put in 
the REC<;JRD some information with ref-

erence to the use of section · 32 funds. 
There seems to be some misunderstand
ing about the purposes for which sec
tion 32 funds may be used and for which 
they ~1ave been used in the past. Par
ticularly there seems to be the thought 
in the minds of some Members of Con
gress that the funds of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation may be used for 
exactly the same purposes as section 32 
funds. 

I have before me · a letter signed by 
the Under Secretary of Agriculture, 
written at my request, outlining what 
the effect would be as far as programs 
during the coming year are concerned 
·if section 32 funds are rescinded as pro-

,/ 

vided in this . bill. The letter reads as 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 27, 1947. 

Hon. CLIFFORD R. HOPE, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. HoPE: This is in response to your 

inquiry . concerning the effect ·of the rescis
sion of section 32 funds for the fiscal year 
1948 upon the continuance of the programs 
this Department has been conducting with 
section 32 funds. 

We -wish to make it clear to the Congress 
that if section 32 funds are rescinded for 
the fiscal year 1948, the Department's pro
grams for the purchase and disposal of sur
plus agricultural commodities-other than 
the Steagall c'?mmodities for which price 
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support is mandator.y-will be discontinued. 
The most effective outlet for "perishable com
modities is by donatfon to welfare agencies 
and school-lunch programs. Such donations 
are specifically authorized 1~ carrying out 
section 32 programs. Commodity Credit 
Corporation, however, has not been expreesly 
authorized by the . Congress to dispose of 
perisha'!;>le commodities by donation to relief 
agencies and school-lunch programs. In 
fact, the corporation has not throughout the 
history of its operations ever made dona
tions of commodities acquired by it. The 
Commodity Credit Corporation operations 
have in the main been restricted to storable 
commodities which can be carried through 
periods of surplus production for market
ing at times when supplies are not in surplus. 
For this reason, Commodity Credit Corpora
tion bas not, except where the program was 
mandatory, carried out price .support opera
tions with respect to nonstorable com
modities. 

In the circumstances Commodity Credit 
Corporation would not feel warranted in 
undertaking perishable commodity programs 
which would involve virtually a total loss 
of the amount of money expended without 
e:r.press prior authorization of the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, · 
N. E. DODD, 

Under Secretary. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I have 

never been able to keep track of these 
section 32 funds very well. I would like 
to know who determines when, Jiow, and 
why they are to be used the way they 
are. 

Mr. HOPE. Under the provisions of 
the law it is left to the Secretary of Agri
culture to determine whether the funds 
or any part of them are to be used for 
the particular purposes that are set out 
in the law. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. He has 
the decision as to where and what foods 
are bought? Is that right? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes; within the limits of 
the law. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. WHITTINGTON. As the gentle

man has well pointed out, section 32, as 
we refer to it and as the gentleman has 
referred to it, is a continuing appropri
ati{)n, and as such permanent law it is 
related to other programs that are au
thorized, including the legislation au
thorizing the imposition of import 
quotas and export subsidies. But to 
justify the imposition of import quotas 
or export subsidies, there must first be 
a program, and without section 32 funds 
in the case of wheat and corn and many 
other commodities, no program is au
thorized by any other law . . So it is 
essential for a program to be authorized 
if section 32 is to be eliminated and 
section 32 is essential to be continued 
if there is to be a program for cotton, 
wheat, corn, and other similar products. 

Mr. HOPE. Yes; I agree with the 
gentleman. -

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. PLUMLEY. · Mr. Chairman, I yield 
five additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. HoPE]. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr: 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

_Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. As I 

understand, they use these funds and 
they get ·new uses for agricultural prod-: 
ucts. Is that right? 

Mr. HOPE. That is one Qf the pur
poses for which the fund may be used. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. And it is 
not only on an experimental basis, but 
they are making a business out of it; 
is that right? 

Mr. HOPE. Yes; I think that is a 
fair statement. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Is it not 
a fact that Mr. Ford, for example, uses 
an average of 32 pounds of cotton bats 
in each .car and he gets 4 cents a pound 
subsidies? · He· is getting a $1.28 subsidy 
on every car that he produces. That has 
been set up as a permanent program and 
has bee·n in operation for several y·ears. 

Mr. HOPE. There is a program to 
utilize low-quality cotton. I presume 
that is the program to which the gentle
man refers. 

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. Chairman·, will 
the g·en tleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I am glad to yield to the 
gentleman. -

Mr. CARROLL. Will the gentleman 
give his opinion on the effeCt of these cuts 
in appropriations on the land-grant col
leges and the Hope-Flannagan bill? I 
have a communication from the Colorado 
State Agricultural College in which they 
have indicated to me that the Colorado 
Legislature has appropriated its share of · 
the fund for the Hope-Flannagan bill. I 
wonQ.er if you have had an opportunity to 
analyze what it will mean to the land
grant colleges and to the Hope-Flanna
gan bill generally. 

Mr. HOPE. I am up to date on what 
the various States have done toward 
meeting the matching requirements. 
Some of the State legislatures are still in 
session. Others have recently adjourned. 
So I am not familiar with what has been 
done. Of the $6,000,000 that was appro
priated, $3,000,000 has been appropriated 
specifically for the purpose of going to 
the State experiment stations, to be 
matched by the States. I do not know 
whether the States have provided more 
money than is sufficient to match the 
Federal funds or not. I have no infor
mation on that point. I might say to 
the gentleman thr.t I am somewhat dis
appointed that the bill does not provide 
at le~st $~,500,000 which would be the 
first year's increment of funds under this 
measure, but I believe that with the 
$6,000,000 appropriation a start can pe 
made in this program, which .I firmly 
believe is one of the most important that 
has eyer been undertaken in the field of 
agriculture. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
outline the purposes for which section 
32 funds· are available and ·to point out 
some of the ways in which they have been 
used in the past: 

The funds appropriated by section 32 
are available, first, to encourage the ex
portation of agricultural commodities 
and products thereof by the payment of 
benefits or indemnities; ser.ond, to en-

courage the domes_tic _consumption of 
such commodities or products by divert
ing them from the normal channels of 
trade and commerce or by increasi~g 
their utilization among persons in the 
low-income groups; and, third, to rees
tablish farmers~ purchasing power by 
making payments in connection with .the 
normal production of any agricultural 
commodity for domestic consumption. 

The :tct··of June 28, 1937, as amended
Fifteenth United States Code, 1940 edi
tion, supplement 5, 713c-provides that 
in carrying out clause (2) of section 32, 
that is, encouraging domestic consump
iton by diverting from the normal chan
nels of trade and commerce, agricultural 
commodities and products thereof may 
be purchased · and donated for relief pur
poses. Section 9 cf th~ School Lunch Act 
authorizes the donation of commodities 
purchased , with section 32 funds to 
schools carrying out the school-lunch 
program or other .institutions authorized 
to receive such commodities. 

Under section 32, programs have been 
carried out for the purchase of fresh 
fruits and vegetables and other perish
able agdcultum~ commodities where such 
action was necessary to relieve price-de
pressing surpluses or to carry out the ob
ligation of the Department to support 
the price of .such commodities t•nder the 
so-called Steagall amendment. The au
thority and funds provided by section 32 
are used in such cases, because the. most 
effective means of disposing of the com
modities was by donation for relief pur
poses and to the school-lunch programs 
which is expressly authorized by the act 
of June 28, 1937, as. amended, referred to 
above. As a general rule, surplus-remov
al programs with respect to perishable 
commodities are undertaken. only where 
a known outlet exists; such as the school
.Iunch program, welfare agencies, and so 
forth. During the fiscal year-1947-
approximately $20,000,000 worth of sur
plus vegetables alone have been pur
chased with section 32 funds. It is true 
that large surpluses, such as occurred 
during the late thirties, do not exist at 
the · moment which need to be removed 
from the market. It is not possible, how
ever, to accurately predict when sur
pluses may arise. Thus there existed 
even during the most critical period of 
food shortages in this country during and 
after. ·the war local gluts of · agricultural 
products, particularly perishable, such 
as green beans, spinach, cabbage, carrots, 
citrus, and other fruits. These local sur
pluses were remo.ved with purchases 
made from section 32 funds. The De
partment was not only al:lle to afford 
farmers in the ":ocal surplus areas badly 
needed price protectioi:.., but was also able 
to save badly needed food, which othet;
wise would have been wasted, by donating 
such food to welfare agencies and . the 
school-lunch program. 

Commodity Credit Corporation has not 
been expressly authorized by the Congress 
to donate commodities for relief purposes 
or to .the school lunch program, and the 
Corporation has not during the 14 ·years 
of its existence ever made any sucQ dona
tion. In fact, Commodity Credit Corpora
tion is expressly prohibited by law from 
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disposing of any commodity below parity 
except under specified circumstances. In 
the case of a ·nonperishable' commo.dity, 
sales below parity may be made if' the 
commodity has substantially · deterio
rated; in the case of a perishable com
modity, sales below parity may be made 
where there is danger of loss or waste 
through spoilage. In certain circum
stances it may be difficult to determine 
that there is danger of loss or waste 
through spoilage so as to authorize CCC 
to dispose of perishable commodities 
below parity. 

Inasmuch as CCC lacks express statu
tory authorization to _make donation of 
perishable commodities and has not dur
ing the entire history · of its operations 
ever made such donations, the rescission 
by Congress of the funds and authority 
which have been used for the purchase of 
surplus perishable commodities which 
can effectively be disposed of through 
donation to welfare agencies and schools 
would seem to indicate that Congress in
tended that such operations, where they 
were not mandatory, should be · discon
tinued until section 32 funds and authori
ty were restored--even assuming the ex
istence of technical legal authority in 
CCC to purchase perishable commodities 
to support the price. 

The rescission of section 32 will also 
force a termination of the Department's 
marketing abundant foods program, 
marketing-facilities program, and food
preservation program, which are carried 
out with such funds. .Under the mar
keting abundant foods program the De
partment has encouraged the domestic 
consumption of surplus agricultural com
modities by seeking to increase the mar
keting of such commodities through the 
usual food outlets, suc~1 as retail grocers, 
restaurants, hotels, and so forth. Under 
the marketing-facilities program the De
partment has sought to increase the do
mestic consumption of agricultural com
modities by assisting in the development 
and improvement of marketing facilities 
in order to speed the fiow of agricultural 
commodities from the producer to the 
consumer. Under the food-preservation 
program the Department has provided 
technical assistance and has promoted 
the canning of millions of cans of fresh 
fruits and vegetables during the periods 
of peak production, which would other
wise have been wasted. 

Section 32 funds are used to pay ex
port subsidies. While CCC has the au
thority to dispose of agricultural com
modities or cause them to be disposed 
of at competitive world prices, its export 
programs have related to the disposition 
of stocks of commodities acquired by the 
Corporation in connection with its sup
port-price operations. CCC does not 
have any stocks of cotton available to 
conduct an export program. Section 32 
funds are used where the program does 
not relate to stocks of cotton held by CCC 
and a direct subsidy payment is involved. 

'fhe act of August 11, 1939-Fifteepth 
United States Code, 1940 edition, 713c
authorizes section 32 funds to be used for 
the purpose of diverting surplus fishery 
products from the normal channels of 
trade and commerce by ac.quiring them 

and provides for their distribution 
through these channels. That act also 
authorizes the transfer from section 32 
funds to the Secretary of the Interior for 
use in promoting the free flow of domes
tically produced fishery products in com
merce by conducting a fishery educa
t,ional service, and to develop and in
crease markets for fishery products of 
domestic origin. The rescission of sec
tion ·32 would terminate these fishery-
product operations. · 

Mr. Chairman;· I yield back the remain
der of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Kansas yields back 2 minutes. 

Mr. CANNON. · Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
ZIMMERMAN] SUCh time as he may desire. 

Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
the action of the Committee on Appro
priations in reporting to the ·House, H. R. 
3601, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending .June 30, 1948, came as 
a distinct shock to the House Commit-: 
tee on Agriculture, of which I have the 
honor to be a member, to the farmers of 
America and to the friends of agriculture. · 

I am in complete agreement with those 
who believe that the time has come to 
practice real economy in government, 
that a-reduction in personnel in the var
ious departments, including the Depart
ment of Agriculture, . should be made 
wherever possible and that duplication 
of work, wherever possible, should be ; 
eliminated. However, no one expect~d 
the Committee on Appropriations to rec
ommend the drastic, devastating cut of 
32 percent for a department which serves 
the farmers -of this Nation. I am sure -
that no such recommendation· has been 
made for· other departments in the 
Government. 

The report of the committee on this 
bill is indeed very interesting and would 
indicate a purpose or a policy to reduce 
the Department of Agriculture to its 
status when set up in 1862 by a bill 
passed by Congress and signed by Abra
ham Lincoln. As an example of the de
clared policy of this committee, who~e 
sole purpose is to appropriate money, I 
refer to a statement on page 5 of this 
report which is not only illuminating but 
which expresses the attitude of the party 
in power and this committee which is 
controlled by that party where it says: 

As we give thought to such a problem as 
soil conservation and to the saving of the 
surface of our land from the influence of 
erosion, we also have the responsibility of 
pursuing those policies which will prevent 
the erosion of that rugged individual char
acter which has made the American farmer 
the greatest 'producer of agricultural com
modities at any time or in any nation in 
the world's history; · 

What the committee meant by the 
term, "erosion of that individual char
acter," it is a little difficult to under
stand in the light of the words which 
follow. 

Just in what way is the American 
farmer being eroded, or in what way has 
he been eroded? We all remember the 
plight of agriculture back in the years 
of 1930, 1931, and 1932 when the Ameri-

can farmer was reduced to a state of 
poverty and bankruptcy. Farm prices 
were so low that he could not pay in
terest on his loan, pay the taxes against 
his land, or support his family. 

Under the operation of the political 
party in power and the high protective 
tariff which that party sponsored and 
relied upon, . the American farmer at 
that time truly represented a badly 
eroded , individual. When the Demo
cratic .Party came into power in 1933, 
the first efforts of the . administration 
were to do something for the American 
farmer. Legislation was enacted and 
has been enacted since that time to give 
the farmer a fair price for his com
modity, to conserve and build up his 
soil, and enable him and his family to 
live in a fair state of decency and com
fort. If a program which has brought 
these benefits to the American farmer is 
regarded .as "the erosion of that rugged 
individual character," then I am sure 
the farmers of this country are not in 
agreement with the policy announced 
by this c-ommittee. 

I opposed and voted against the rule 
adopted by the House today because I 
felt the adoption of such a rule would 
enable the Committee on Appropriations 
to further violate the rules of this House 
which prohibit the Appropriations Com
mittee from legislating on an appropria
tion bill. The duty of recommending 
basic legislation for various objects and 
purposes is vested in the various legisla
tive committees of the House and the 
sole duty of the Appropriations Commit
te~ is to appropriate money for the ob
jects and purposes authorized· by Con
gress. In this bill, the Appropriations 
Committee has gone out of its way to 
legislate on an appropriation bill-some 
of the most glaring being a virtual repeal 
of section 32 of the AAA Act passed by 
Congress more than 10 years ago; a 
drastic change in the p"resent law provid
ing for the inspection of meat; a change 
in the law passed for the operation of 
the Farmers' Home Administration; and 
a change in the basic law dealing with 
the operation and financing of rural elec.:. 
trification cooperatives. Under the Re
organization Act adopted by Congress 
last year, it was made the duty of the 
Committee on Appropriations to recom
mend to legislative committees changes 
in the· basic law in connection with mat
ters about which the Committee on Ap
propriations was called to act. I submit 
that no recommendation was ever made 
by this committee to the House Commit
tee on Agriculture in order that they 
might take whatever action might be 
deemed necessary for the amendment or 
modification of these acts. If this prac
tice is to be tolerated by this House, then 
the legislative committees of Congress 
might as well dissolve and their mem
bers give their time and attention to 
other congressional duties. 

One of the greatest aids to agriculture 
in recent years was the enactment of 
section 32 of the act of August 24, 1935. 
The reasons for the enactment of section 
32 is well understood. Under the tariff 
laws which our country had operated, 
the farmer was compelled to sell his 
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products on a world market at world 
pri~es, while he was compelled to buy 
the things he needed for himself and 
family and in the operation of his busi
ness upon a protective market. In order 
to place the farmer in a comparable posi
tion with industry which enjoyed a pro
tective tariff, it was considered just and 
fair that a part of the custom receipts 
should be set aside to stabilize and sup
port agriculture commodities and there
by benefit the American farmer. Under 
section 32, 30 percent of our custom 
duties are set aside for what is termed 
a permanent appropriation for use by 

· the Secretary of. Agriculture in dispos
ing of farm surpluses, encouraging do
mestic consumption and for other highly 
beneficial programs for agriculture. 
This act has been in force for more than 
10 years and literally millions of dollars 
have been spent in aid of American agri
culture. By its action, this committee 
seeks to take this fund from the Secre
tary of Agriculture and to deprive him 
of the uses for which the fund was 
created. To permit this to be done 
would certainly start a real erosion of 
the American farmer. · 

In the short time at my dispos-~1. I 
would like to · call attention to one more 
act of this committee which I think ren
ders a distinct disservice to American 
agricultur~. We all know that our soil 
is one of our Nation's most valuable· re
sources, and its conservation should be 
one of the chief concerns of our Govern
ment. Since this program was inaugu
rated, we have made great progress, and 
we are now beginning to reap dividends 
from the investment made in this pro
gram. The great pity is that we did not 
embark upon such a program sooner; 
To stop spending money for the strength-

. ening of our soil is a good deal like stop
ping medicine and food for a sick man, 
and I shall support an amendment to 
this bill at the proper time and place to 
provide adequate funds for this program. 

Mr. Chairman, rural electrification has 
done more to brighten the homes of rural 
America than anything Congress has 
ever authorized and set up. The farmers 
of our Nation want and need this service 
and no reduction should be made for the 
support of this program. Our coopera
tives have made prompt payments on all 
loans granted them for the establishment 
and expansion of this program, and we 
should make available the necessary 
funds to give the farmers of America this 
service at the earliest possible date. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to call attention again to the action 
of this committee in regard to our school• 
lunch program set up by Congress last 
year. Strong people as well as strong 
and fertile land make a strong nation, 
and no program inaugurated by this Con
gress has done more to build a strong, 
healthier citizenship than has our school
lunch program. I recall that during the 
consideration of this bill last year Gen
eral Hershey, head of the Selective Serv
ice, stated that more than 40 percent of 
the young men of our country who were 
called to serve our country during World 
War II were found physically unfit for 
duty due. largely to malnutrition during 
childhood and youth. Money invested in 
building a str~mg, virile manhood and 

womanhood is money well spent and is in 
reality an investment for the future. At 
the prope-r time and place I shall support 
an amendment to thiSt bill to increase the 
·amount recommended for' this program, 
which is a serious reduction over the 
needs, and also to eliminate the restric
tive language that has been coupled with 
the meager appr priation made- by this 
committee. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may require to the gen
tleman from -Georgia [Mr. BROWN] . 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I wish to call attention to several 
.provisions of this bill which would be 
detrimental to the welfare of American 
·agriculture. The prov_isions are those 
·relating to soil conservation, the school
lunch program, price supports and sur
plus removal, rural electrification, and 
loans to small farmers. · 

-Soil conservation takes a double blow 
in this bill. The first is aimed at the 
agricultural-conservation program, and 
the other is directed at the work of the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

In passing the Department of Agricul
ture appropriation bill for the fiscal year 
1947, the Congress clearly pledged farm
ers a · $300,000,000 agricultural-conserva
tion program for this year. The lan
guage of the bill and the debate on it, 
March 8, 1946, permit no doubt of that 
fact. . 

The bill this year would repudiate that 
pledge and cut payments to farmers 
nearly in half. This action comes after
not before-a majority of farmers have 
ca1•ried out the practices for which pay
ments are authorized. How can the De
partment of Agriculture handle this sit
uation? It cannot do so fairly. It can 
pay on a first-come-first-served basis, 
which is unfair. Or it can try to collect 
part of the payments already made-in 
other words, put those farmers on the 
debt register. 

The bill goes further. It would kill the 
program completely at the end of this 
year, repudiating the accepted principle 
that the public shares responsibility with 
the farmer for bearing the cost of con
serving the soil resources on which civi
lization depends. 

Let it be known, too, that killing the 
ACP wipes out the elected, nonpartisan 
farmer-committee system which helps 
formulate and administer agricultural 
programs. This weakens the commod
ity loan system and other programs. 
The Nation will thus lose an important 
means of achieving economic democracy. 
I plead with the House to keep its pledge 
for this year and to maintain the ACP 
next year at the level recommended by 
the President. 

As if the blow· at the agricultural con
servation program and the farmer
committee system were not enough, the 
bill takes another cut at the Nation's 
soil-conservation effort. By cutting 
down the Soil Conservation Service; it 
will reduce when it should increase the 
value of the soil-conservation districts 
which the people have set up under State 
laws in every State of the Union. 

They have gone through the long and 
often tedious legal process of establish
ing more than 1;800 soil-conservation 
districts because they want to do an 

effective job of soil conservation. The 
farmers run these districts themselves. 

Almost every one of these districts has 
asked the Soil Conservation Service to 
provide it with technical assistance. 
The farmers recognize that expert as
sistance on an acre-by-acre basis is 
essential if we are to get permanent con
servation. They want it. They ought 
to have it. They know they would not 
be faced with the terrific soil-erosion 
problem they face today if ·they had had 
this kind of expert help in the past. 

If we cut the funds for the SCS, we 
arc cutting down the scientific assist
ance to the farmers in soU-conserva
tion districts. Some of the new districts 
will probably get no help at all. 

I cannot believe this House wants to 
reduce this scientific and widely praised 
soil-conservation work. I hope this 
House will allow the full budget estimate 
of $44,860,000 for the Soil Conservation 
Service. 

What the bill does to the school-lunch 
program is to reduce by considerably 
more than 50 percent the nearly $63,-
000,000 allocated to the States for food 
purchases this year. It also changes the 
matching provisions so that many States 
might not be able to receive the full 
amounts provisionally available for them 
under the new appropriation proposal. 
Payments by those children who can 
afford to pay for their share of the lunch 
costs could no longer be included in the 
totals of State "matching" money. · 

In some States, the amounts that wo'uld 
be available for school-lunch operations 
next year would be so small as to raise 
serious doubts about the continuance of 
the program on any basis. 

Now a word about section 32 funds. 
Elimination of these funds, the equiva
lent of 30 percent of the previous year's 
customs ·receipts, would deprive farmers 
of protection against emergency situa
tions in various commodities. 

We need these funds to deal with local 
surplUses of perishable commodities, 
sach as fruits and vegetables. We have 
such local surpluses somewhere every 
year. We have some now. We will 
have more. Without section 32 money, 
it would be impossible to put a practical 
fioor under temporarily glutted fruit 
and vegetable markets. 

The Government should have continu
ing access to these funds so as to make 
exports possible when certain farm prod
ucts otherwise will not move in world. 
trade. The funds have been invaluable 
in eliminating the cotton surpluses, for 
example. 

We especially need -~o maintain section 
32 in order to cushion the impact of 
price-depressing factors on the farm 
economy. We also need it in develop
ing new uses, diverting some products 
to byproduct uses, and in getting sup
plies of food and fiber _to the needy. 

In the rural ·electrification field, the 
effect of the bill can be stated very 
clearly and concisely. It would deprive 
135,000 farm families of electric light and 
power they could just as well have in 
the year ahead. This would be the direct 
effect of the bill in decreasing the funds 
which REA needs to do engineering and 
other work which must precede the ex
tension of power lines. Do not slow 
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down or stop this service which is second 
in importance only to the RFD service 
to the farmers. 

The committee bill is especially hard 
on the small farmer who is short on re
sources. In calling for complete elimi
nation of direct loans for farm purchase, 
the bill would order that deserving and 
qualified applicants-including veter
ans-be denied the opportunity to buy 
farms of their own. The demand for · 
these loans has increased steadily, 
especially from veterans. On December 
31, 1916, applications from 36,340 veter
ans were on file, as compared with 7, 705 
on the samt date ' a year earlier. By 
denying these loans, the Department 
loses an effective weapon against farm 
land-price infiation, since these farms 
are purchased on a long-time earning 
capacity appraisal. And the bill would 
completely nullify section 505b, Public 
Law 346-the GI bill of rights. 

The bill also would reduce funds for 
production and subsistence loans by $30,-
000,000. This means that many eligible 
applicants, including veterans, would be 
denied the only source of credit suitable 
to successful operations on their farms. 
With loan funds exhausted in most 
States, 14,600 of the veteran applications 
are still on file. To date, .loans have been 
made to approximately 50,000 World War 
II veterans, and it would be discrimina
tory to refuse similar aid to other veteran 
applicants who filed too late to receive 
aid from past appropriations. 

The committee bill would reduce funds 
for salaries and expenses by $12,000,000 
and thus reduce the technical assistance 
to borrowers that frequently spells the 
·difference between success and failure on 
these loans. There are now 1,200,000 
borrowers with outstanding accounts of 
$700,000,000. FHA would have to close 
about 575 county offices, and increase the 
workload of remaining county personnel 
beyond the point where adequate assist
ance can be rendered borrowers. 

I could cite other faults in this bill 
including the failure to provide funds to 
put into effect the scientific approach to 
the problems of distribution authorized 
by the Research and Marketing Act. 
However, this is merel;v a failure to ad
vance the cause of agriculture and the 
general welfare whereas the cuts I have 
discussed represent absolute regression
positive detriment to American agricul
ture. The bill as it stands provides for 
an appropriation that is too low and a 
cost that is too high for the Nation to 
afford. I plead with you: Do not start 
us back on the road to soil destruction 
and depression. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. EVINS]. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, the ap
propriation bill being considered here to
day will cut and reduce the recommend
ed budget for the Department of Agricul
ture by $383,000,000 less than recom-

- mended by President Truman. Should· 
this action be approved the Congress will 
in effect be cutting the heart from a 
sound and progressive agricultural pro
gram designed to bring about a self-sus
taining American agriculture and a man
ifestation and development of this Na
tion's agricultural resources. 

· The economies proposed in this meas
ure are to the detriment of the farmers 
of our country and all s_egments of our 
population. The bill drastically curtails 
the services of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Administration, the Soil Conserva
tion Service, the Farmer's Home Admin
istration, the National School Lunch 
Program, th.e Rural Electrification Ad
ministration, the Production and Mar
keting Administration,· · and various 
branches of the Department of Agricul
ture concerned with scientific research 
and agricultural development and ex
tension. I am in favor of economy
"constructive economy"-by eliminating 
waste ·and extravagance and useless per
sonnel and have voted for measures in 
this session of the Congress to effect such 
economies where I felt that such could 
be accomplished without impairing vital 
and essential Government services.
However, the drastic cuts that are here 
proposed, in my humble opinion, consti
tute a glaring example of false economy 
which is manifestly unfair not only to 
our farmers ahd the agricultlJral popu
lation of our country but also to ·every 
segment of our citizenship who are de
pending upon a successful and prosper
ous agriculture in America. ' Should 
American agriculture fail through the 
lack of coordination and support, all 
dreams of future prosperity and interna
tional peace may well end in chaos and 
confusion. The drastic reductions in ap
propriations proposed for the Soil Con
servation Service exemplify a virtual 
wrecking of the soil-conserving pro
grams, which is false economy in the 

· truest sense. Our farms and tillable 
agriculture soil constitute the basic 
wealth of our country. Department of 
Agriculture statisticians estimate that 
between 1895 and 1930 a full million 
acres of top soil w"ere lost each year and 
that more than 50 percent of the coun
try's farm lands have been damaged by 
wind or water erosion and that this loss 
to the Nation has been about $4,000,-
000,000 a year. Since 1930, under the 
soil-conservation programs through con
tour planting and cultivation, terracing 
and various other soil-conserving and 
erosion-preventing practices, the wast
age of our lands has been greatly re
duced. Although the expenditures for 
soil conservation may appear to be great 
they are trivial compared to the ultimate 
gains which may accrue under these 
programs. 

The majority membership of thE!' Ap
propriations Committee has eliminated 
entirely all of the work heretofore per
formed by members of various county 
ACA committees in assisting farmers in 
statements of performance of prescribed 
conservation practices under which-pay
ments are conditioned. This elimination 
of assistance, basic in the field where 
most needed, is unjustified and consti
tutes an_ example of being penny-wise 
and pound-foolish. We cannot afford to 
let soil conservation slip back to a hap
hazard and unassisted condition contrary 
to the welfare and well-being of the 
present and future of America. This 
program is extensive and covers assist
ance in crop stripping, irrigation, cover 
cropping, restoration of eroded fields, ter
racing, draining, contouring, and other 

soil-conservation practices. Participat
ing · in the program are nearly 4,000,000 
of the approximately 6,000,000 farms in 
the Nation. 

The same situatio]l and general prin
ciple applies . as respects the programs 
of the Production and Marketing Ad
ministration as applied to cotton and 
tobacco production; to the Federal crop
insurance program which assures the 
investment of our farmer in his crop, 
and in · the triple-A and Commodity 
Credit price-support programs as well 
as the Rural Electrification Administra
tion, all of which aid in composing a 
well-balanced farm program. 

Mr. Chairman, we want to maintain-a 
well-balanced and profitable agricul
ture, and I .urge that prior to the passage 
of this bill that amendments be adopted 
reinstating necessary funds which have 
been deleted, thereby providing for a 
continued strong and successful agricul
ture in America. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from South Carolina [Mr. McMIL
LAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN of South Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, the farmers of this coun
try ha:ve just begun to get . their heads 
above water, and it seems to me that the 
Appropriations Committee has reported 
an appropriation bill to the House that 
will sink the farmers again. I feel that I 
am well qualified to speak on this subject, 
since I was born and reared on a· farm 
and at a time when the farmers received 
only a very small percentage of what 
their produce was worth. 

Through well thought out legislation 
·by the Congress the Government has 
been in a position during the past 10 
years to materially assist the farmer in 
getting what he is justly entitled to re; 
ceive for his produce. The pending agri
culture appropriation bill practically 
eliminates several items materially af
fecting the farmers. 

First, the transfer of the Federal in
spection fee from the Government to the 
packer only adds more expense as we all 
know that the packers will pass this addi
tional expense on to the farmers. 

The REA has just begun to recuperate 
from the war,as it was impossible for this 
organization to secure copper wire and 
other strategic materials to give · the 
farmers the benefit of electric service 
during the critical war days. I sincerely 
hope the House will amend th~ present 
bill tomorrow when amendments are in 
order so that the REA funds will not be 
imperiled, also the fine work carried on 
by the REA cooperatives throughout the 
United States can continue uninter
rupted. I sincerely hope that I will live 
long enough to see every farm home in 
the United States have electric service, 
which will also mean that they can have 
water works and all other conveniences 
afforded the people who reside in cities. 

Funds for the Farm Security Adminis
tration, Commodity Credit Corporation, 
and other important items such as the 
AAA have been considerably curtai1ed 
under the pending bill. I shall vote for 
amendments to have sufficient funds in
cluded in this bill to carry on the above
named farm activities so that our farm
ers can continue to progress and not go 
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backward. We are headed directly for 
another depression if we pass the pending 
legislation in its present form. Every 
Member of the House recognizes the fact 
that the farms are the backbone of our 
country and if they ·fail our entire econ
omy is bound to tail. 

We cannot continue to expect our 
farmers to operate at a loss and on the 
other hand guarantee industry a 10-per
cent profit on .their investments and also 
continue to grant labor increased wages. 

It is beyond ri:i.y wildest imagination to 
understand how anyone coUld think we 
are economizing in Government expenses 
by curtailing the activities of the farmers 
and preventing them from having the 
tools necessary to raise food and other 
produce so necessary for not only our 
country but the entire world. We are 
sending billions of tons of food to every 
section of the world and it seems that we 
will be called on to feed the majority of 
the people of the world during the next 
few years. 

We have recently made two or three 
huge appropriations to take care of suf
fering people in foreign countries and as
sist them in getting their governments 
back into operation. Therefore, l cannot 
understand why we should try to take 
away the few advantages we have recent
ly granted our farmers under the name of 
economy. 

Mr. Chairman, it is niy sincere wish 
that we can amend the present appropri
ation bill when amendments are in order 
to the extent that every dollar the Presi
dent has requested for the farmer shall 
be appropriat~d. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. WIL
LIAMs]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have the highest regard for the dis
tinguished gentlemen who are the au
thors of this appropriation bill, and I 
congratulate them for their splendid 
efforts to inject economy into the agri
cultural operations of our country. 
But I must remind them that the road 
to hell, also, is paved with good inten
tions, and it is my thought that false 
economy is more expensive in · tP.e long 
run than no attempts at economy. 

During my brief period of tenure in 
this House I have heard repeated tributes 
to the superhuman job on the part of 
organized labor in producing the weapons 
of warc with which our soldiers were able 
to repel the enemy; I have heard re
peated tributes to American business 
enterprises for their splendid produc
tion efforts during the war; I have heard 
innumerable tributes and eulogies to our 
patriotic sons who fought and bled on 
foreign battlefields so that our Nation 
might continue to be the greatest nation 
on the face of the earth. These tributes 
are well founded, and their recipients are 
entitled to all the credit and praise that 

. a grateful people might bestow upon 
them. 

But our Nation has become great and 
remained great through the combined 
efforts of all of her peoples, and though 
I have yet in this Congress to hear of 
such lavish praise heaped upon the 
American farmer, nevertheless, without 

his contribution to the war effort, we 
would have been lost. It was he who 
labored through endless hours of back
breaking and thankless toil so that we 
who were in the service of our country 
both at home and on foreign soil, and 
those who worked in the factories to pro
duce the g\Uls would have fo.od to eat 
and clothing to wear. The American 
farmer has always been the backbone 
of our Nation, and we should never stoop 
so low as to disavow that fact. 

And yet, of all those who produced the 
weapons of war, and those who made it 
possible for us to weather the storm of 
the last great confiict, the - American 
farmer has been the least paid· and the 
most self -sustaining. His needs are 
small, and his demands are few. He 
receives the least amount of remunera
tion for his work per dollar invested and 

!nan-hour worked of all the trades or 
professions. And without his efforts we 
would all perish from the face of this 
~rt~ . 

I favor restoration of the cuts made 
by the committee in rural electrification 
appropriations. Nothing . has meant 
more to the rural citizen of America than 
rural electrification; it has doubled the 
value of every farm that it has touched, 
and has bTought the comforts of urban 
life to those who are most entitled to 
them, the American farmers. 

Instead of cutting funds for this great 
enterprise, I think we should provide 
more funds .in order that it may expand 
and give more service to more people. It 

· is my dream that someday every farm 
family in America may be able to en
joy · the comforts and benefits of elec
tricity-and until that day comes, I am 
in favor of enlarging and expanding 
further this great program initiated 

· for the farmer in recognition of his all
important contribution to American life. 

.It is an established fact that every liv
ing thing derives its subsistence from 
the top . 6. inches of the earth's crust. 
Without this ·6 inches of topsoil mankind 
would perish from the face of the earth, 
and veget.ation would gradually disap
pear. Down· through the ages of his
tory, this soil has been washed into the 
valleys, and from there into the streams, 
and so on into the sea, and it was only 
after the situation was beginning to be
come critical that this important fact 
was discovered, and the science or- soil 
conservation came into being. And to
day, through the efforts of our experts ih 
the soil-conservation field who are work
ing wlth those in the Triple A and other 
agricultural divisions, we are making 
rapid and noticeable progress in check
ing the · loss of this fertility from our 
soils. One needs but to ·ride for 30 min
utes from this city to see the results of 
this program. 

The other day this Congress appropri
ated three hundred and fifty millions of 
our American dollars to be used to pur
chase food grown by American farmers 
to feed the starving people of E~rope. 
We were drawing on our own dwindling 
resources to supply food for people who, 
through ignorance and neglect, failed to 
conserve their own natural resources 
for such emergencies, and who today are 
suffering because of the depletion and 
waste of these resources. 

We seem to have plenty of money to 
send to Europe-but not enough to spend 
on our own future welfare. I cannot 
agree with such two-faced logic. 

I want to see the section 32 funds re
stored to the." farmers · of America to 
whom they rightfully belong, and to see 
adequate funds given to our forestry and 

- extension services and our school-lunch 
program. . 

Amendments to this bill will be offered 
to correct · all of these injustices, and I 
sincerely hope that . this Congress will 
see fit to restore these funds, at least 
to conform with the budget of the 
President. 

It . is high time that our· American 
farmer assumed his rightful position in 
this country and ceased to be the scape
goat of every so-called political economy 
drive. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mon
tana· [Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

Mr. MANSFIELD: of Montana. Mr. 
Chairmart, I . wish to congratulate the 
authors of this report for their expressed 
appreciation of the importance of for
estry to this country. As they point out 
on page 7 of the report: 

As a matter of fact, more and more, for
estry is coming to be i·egarded as an annual 
crop with definite cash income benefits to 
farmers in all sections of the country. . . . 

That is very true-:-:outstandingly so 
in my part of the country. 

I want to give further credit to the 
report. for the statement tha~ 

There is a growing interest in forestry as 
evidenced by the fact that more than three
score witnesses appeared to · testify on one _ 
item or another · in the Forest Service esti
mate. 

A separate volume of the printed 
hearings is devoted exclusively_ to the 
testimony from scores of witnesses from 
both sides of the House. The time and 
effort devoted by the many members of 
the House in advocating various forestry 
measures are indicative of the impor
tance of this subject, not only for the 
definite cash income benefits mentioned 
in the report, but also for the many other 
benefits which flow from a well-done job 
of forestry. You know what they are. 
I refer to the flood-control values, to the 
stabilization of communities were sus
tained yield forestry is practiced, to the 
peaceful and delightful recreation pro
vided tens of millions of our city and 
rural dwellers within our widespread na
tional for~st system, and to the stimu
lating pleasure granted millions of 
sportsmen by the proper handling of the 
wildlife-most of which, by all odds, at 
least in the West, ranges throughout the 
national forests, and finally to the range 
forage made available to some 10,000,000 
head of livestock which returned to the 
Treasury far more from national forest 
grazing fees than is met in administering 
them. 

And now after reading those honeyed 
words in the report saying that some
thing should be done about the forestry 
situation, what do we find- in terms of 
definite recommendations? The answer 
is nothing but cuts in appropriations, 
excepting for fire protection. Turn to 
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pages 59 and 60 of the report. Item 
after item after item-11 out of 12-is 
prefaced with a minus sign. That sort 
of double talk will do much more harm 
than good. For. example, let me men
tion briefly 6 of the items with which 
I am personally well acquainted, · al
though they are important not oniy in 
my district but Nation-wide: 

First. A half-million-dollar cut is made 
in the project for general .management 
and operation of th€ national forests. 
The report-page 19-says this is largely · 
office work. This is the fund from which 
the forest rangers and forest supervisors 
are paid. Try following them over the 
mountains, working on forest fires, on 
timber sales, handling that 10,000,000 
head of livestock, and doing the 101 jobs 
which we expect them to do. I have 
made such trips and want to assure you 
that those are far from being the swivel
chair office jobs implied in the committee 
report. The 8-hour day means nothing 
to these men during the field season. 
Overtime, from daylight to dark, but not 
on an overtime-pay basis, is customary 
practice. Rather than cutting this item, 
additional help should be }1rovided these 
men. The dividend would be great in 
terms of less acres burned, more timber 
cut, and in other beneficial ways. 

Second. Within the present month, Mr. 
TABER's deficiency committee recom
mended, and Congress appropriated, an 
increase of $410,000 to increase the vol
ume of timber sales on the national 
forests. The reason given was that such 
expenditures would return some $4 to 
the Treasury for each dollar spent. Now, 
this committee not only reverses the 
action of the Deficiency Committee by 
denying continuance of the $410.,000 in
crease, but makes a further cut of $190,-
000 for timber-sale work. We recognized 
previously that it was a good business 
proposition to make an investment of 
this sort. The committee action in pro
posing this cut is, therefore, incompre
hensible. 

Third. I have mentioned that most of 
the big game and wildlife, especially in 
the West, range over our national forests. 
This is a valuable national resource 
which heretofore has been given at least 
some attention with -the $163,000 appro
priated for that purpose. Millions of 
sportsmen can testify to that. It is in
conceivable, therefore, why the commit
tee report-page 20-recommends that 
"the allotment-for the production of 
wildlife resources in the forests has been 
eliminated entirely." Note that word 
"entirely." We can, of course, eliminate 
the appropriation, but any of you who 
have been out in our forested country 
know that you cannot eliminate the hun
dreds of thousands of deer, elk, bear, 
antelope, and other game animals, and 
the many problems which arise because 
of their very presence. The complete 
elimination of this item is another of the 
incomprehensible features of this report. 

Fourth. A fourth example-in brief
of the more serious cuts in forestry ac
tivities is the 50-percent reduction in 
forest resource investigations. This is 
the job of making an inventory of the 
standing timber in this country; what 
goods do we have on our shelves? Many 
a small-town storekeeper as well as the 

big industrialist realizes that ·an inven
tory of goods on hand is indispensable to 
a successful business. No such inventory 
is available as yet for large sections of 
the country. That is the way it is in 
my own State. . Many of us believe that 
the amount of timber being cut there 
could be increased by hundreds of mil
lions of board feet annually, ·and still not. 
reduce the amount of our stocks on.hand 
to a dangerous point. However, without 
an inventory we will. not know -if our
stocks are being depleted too seriously. 
The committee report--page 21-says: 
"The work is ·largely academic, and lacks 
in real practical value." The practical 
woodsmen, the sawmill operators, . and 
woodland ·owners will sharply chal
lenge that statement. The Forest Serv
ice must have done a poor job in ex
plaining to the committee what this 
project really is. 

Fifth. Others will doubtless call to your 
attention that 35-percent cut in funds 
for the forest products laboratory and 
its field stations. The committee re
port-page 21-characterizes it as "aca
demic or visionary." That was certainly 
not the· reason why the Army · and Navy 
people turned to this laboratory so fre
quently during the war years; nor the 
reason why the wood using industries 
give it their hearty support. 

Sixth. Finally, among this list of in
comprehensibles is the reduction of $2,-
500,000 for access roads; roads to make 
available for cutting hundreds of mil
lions of feet of timber so urgently needed 
in the present housing crisis. As brought 
out during the hearings some. $7,000,000 
of the appropriation for "Forest develop
ment roads" is required for necessary 
maintenance. Consequently the com
mittee· report aUows only $3,000,000 for 
new construction of access roads. This 
will be a reduction of almost 50 percent 
below the construction program under 
way this fiscal year. Froni personal -ob
servation I know that this work is being 
done efficiently and at reasonable cost. 
The returns to the Treasury . from sales 
of national forest stumpage thus made 
available will more than liquidate the 
cost of these roads. With the need for 
more lumber as desperately great as it 
is, surely there should be no let-up in 
the access road construction program. 
To increase it would be much sounder 
from a cold dollar-and-cents point of 
view. 

Other i terns in the Forest Service sec
tion of the bill also need further con
sideration. Quite probably all of them 
cannot be taken care of adequately at 
this time. I do wish to urge, however, 
that the House conferees study the real 
justification for these items more thor
oughly and then j6in with the Senate 
conferees in converting the fine intro
ductory words of this section of the re
port into the funds needed to actually 
put these words into effect. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlemen 
from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, if we 
are not to have another war, this is the 
most important of the appropriation bills 
that will be considered at this session of 
Congress. It has more direct, and im-

mediate, and determining influence upon 
the national economy than any appro
priation bill which will be considered in 
the Eightieth Congress .. · Notwithstand
ing its importance it is being cut nearly 
one-third lower than any other of the 
annual supply bills with possibly one ex
ception, and certainly the greatest de
crease in service to agriculture under 
the preceding year of any supply bill in 
the history of the Congre~s. · 

Mr. Chairman, we are entering ppon a 
critical postwar period. There is a dis
concerting similarity in the pattern of 
the agricultural graphs in every war in 
which the United States has been en
gaged; in the rise and fall of farm prices 
and farm prosperity during and follow
ing continental wars, even back to the 
Napoleonic era. 

We observe in each instance an ad
vance with alarming regularity in agri
cultural prices, agricultura~ · inco:rp.e, and 
agricultural prosperity during the war, 
and then a collapse which leaves the 
country in the depths of a disastrous 
depression. 

That was the situation in 1866, 1899, 
1920, and that will be the situation in the 
readjustment which must inevitably fol
low .this war unless steps can be taken, 
both legislative and economic, to reverse 
the trend. 

With that in view, Congress has en
deavored in the last two decades to pro
vide leg1slative machinery and economic 
programs which will counteract the ef
fect of the inexorable law of dislocated 
supply and demand, so far as its effects 
upon agricultural deflation and postwar 
retrogression· are concerned. 

The system of programs and projects 
provided for in this bill are the out
growth of our efforts to achieve price 
stability, economic equality, and a pro
gressive standard of living for American 
-agriculture. Almost without exception 
they have been remarkably successful. 
They . have standardized production and 
income and have supplied a buying pow
er which has been reflected in the in
creasing prosperity of business and in· 
dustry dependent on farm patronage. 

For · that reason any proposal which 
threatens the continued activity and ef
fectiveness of this int'egrated system o{ 
supports and controls merits the most 
earnest and painstaking scrutiny and 
consideration. 

Let us examine briefly, in the order of 
their discussion in the committee report, 
some of the activities most drastically 
affected by the indiscriminate restric
tions and liquidations proposed in the 
pending bill. 

That is in keeping · with the times. 
Research has demonstrated its value in 
peace and war. But for research and the 
scientific developments which supported 
our troops in the field, the war would 
still be on, we would still be fighting
abroad and at home. Industry, quick to 
realize the dollar-and-cents value of this 
practical point of view, is making un
precedented allotments of funds for re
search. It is even more important that 
agriculture, with· its need for new uses 
and markets and new methods and fields 
of distribution of agricultural surpluses, 
should follow suit. Pressing problems of 
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supply, demand, prices, consumption, 
standardization, transportation, process
ing, packaging, and distribution require 
immediate and comprehensive study. 

Accordingly, both Houses of Congress 
last year approved by practically unani
mous vote the Hope-Flannagan research 
bill, and in response to that authoriza
tion an estimate was submitted to the 
House for an appropriation of $19,000,-
000 for that purpose. The c.ommittee, 
disregarding the mandate of the Con
gress, cuts the amount to $6,000,000, an 
amount so small as to render the project 
practica1Iy inoperative. 

But perhaps the most disastrous effect 
of the bill is the denial of funds for the 
Production and Marketing Administra
tion, generally known as the AAA. It 
has rendered the greatest service and it 
sustains the greatest cut of any agency 
in the bill. 

In recognition and appreciation of the 
importance of the AAA program, Con
gress authorized it by an overwhelming 
majority in both branches. 

In the last session of Congress auth.ori
zation was made by an overwhelming 
majority in both branches, of a $300,-
000,000 agricultural conservation pro
gram for 1947. In conformity with that 
authorization, the Department issued a 
bulletin last August carrying this lan
guage: 

The provisions of the 1947 program are 
necessarily subject to such legislation as the 
Congress of the United States· may hereafter 
enact; the making of the payments herein 
provided is contingent upon such appropria
tion as the Congress . may hereafter provide 
for such purpose. 

But the farmers of the country in view 
of the actiol} of Congress in its emphatic 
authorjzation of the program and the 
long-established custom of the Congress 
to provide the· funds to implement such 
authorizations, naturally considered the 
paragraph as a mere legal formality. No 
farmer seriously considered the possi
bility of any such contingency develop
ing. In response to the announcement 
of the Department carrying this limita
tion, two-thirds of the farmers of the 
Nation have already started, and in many 
instances completed, conservation prac
tices for this year and have laid plans 
to continue them during the coming year. 

Now the committee proposes to take 
advantage of this fine print in their 
lightning-rod contract with the farmer 
and deprive him of the money he be
lieves they have contracted to pay him. 
The farmer has made his contribution 
to the joint project and put up $2 to the 
Government's $1. He has performed in 
perhaps a majority of cases his part of 
the contract only to find that the com
mittee here recommends that the Con
gress and the Go_vernment renege on its 
authorization enacted at the last session. 

In the eyes of the farmer who has been 
cooperating with the Government in con
tracts of this character for years, and 
who has made such invaluable and in
dispensable contributions to the war pro
gram, this amounts to repudiation. And 
the denial of funds for the State and 
county committees· destroys the agency 
which has given the farmer a voice in 
his own programs. It is liquidation, and 
with the committees · thus summarily 

abolished arbitrary dictatorship is sub
stituted for the democracy of the farmer
elected agency which has been their in
surance against soil depletion and their 
guaranty of price stabilization. 

I shall not burden you with my own 
views on the effect of the committee's 
recommendations on the conservation 
policies and practices which have been so 
universally approved by the Nation, but 
I should like to quote from an editorial 
on the subject carried in Sunday's New 
York Times, a -newspaper of such emi
nence and fairness as to require no sup
plementary comments. 

The following is an excerpt from the 
editorial page of the Times for May 25, 
1947: 

The House Appropriations Committee used 
some noble language in reporting the Agri
culture Department's 1948 budget on Friday. 

As we give thought to such a problem as 
soil conservation and to the saving of the 
surplus of our land from the infl:uences of 
erosion we also have the responsibility of pur
suing those policies that will prevent the 
erosion of that rugged individual character 

· which has made the American farmer the 
greatest producer of agricultural com
modities in any time or generation of the 
world's history·. 

It is quite true that the farmer's in
dividualism may have been eroded by 
some asJ: ~ ~ts of the parity program. 
There is just criticism to be made of that 
program, as this newspaper has fre
quently pointed out. But it is hard to 
see how individualism can be restored or 
improved by the drastic slashes the com
mittee has recommended in funds which 
are actually spent for conservation. The 
Soil Conservation Service r.ecently esti
mated that a million acres of top soil 
were lost each year between 1895 and 
1930; that 50 percent of our farmlands 
had been damaged; and that the cost 
had reached the appalling total of $4,-
000,000 a year. By way of comment the 
House committee cut the service's al
lowance from $44,860,000 to· $38,673,000. 

My friends, even in the city, where the 
paramount interest in agriculture is to 
secure sufficient production to meet daily 
needs and sufficien.t buying power to 
maintain urban industry, they realize 
the tragedy of cutting this vital and 
imp~rtant appropriation at this critical 
time. 

Then you will recall that Public Law 
320, better known as section 32 of ·· the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, earmarks 
30 percent of the customs revenue as a 
permanent appropriation to agriculture 
to encourage domestic consumption and 
export of surplus agricultural products, 
and to reestablish the farmer's purchas
ing power. 

This law was put upon the statute 
books because of the general recognition 
that the tariff laws discriminated against 
the farmer; that they favored industry 
at the expense of the farm consumer; 
that they appreciated unduly and un
fairly his cost of production and his cost 
of living. So, in order to offset that dis
crimination against the American farmer 
Congress enacted this law giving the 
farmer 30 percent of those same revenues 
to be used in maintaining farm prices, 
farm income, and the farm standard of 
living. It was one of the fairest pro
visions ever made and is in effect resti-

tution. For the committee here to sud
denly nullify the law, to in. effect disre
gard the covenant under which it was en
acted, is bad faith. You are continuing 
the advantages of the tariff to industry 
and to labor and you are discontinuing 
the little sop that is given to the farmer 
for the purpose of in some short meas
use compensating him for that discrimi
nation. 
· The remarkable thing is that the use 
of these section 32 funds has been a 
business success and has brought profit 
to the Government. If you eliminate 
the OPA subsidies, which were not for 
the benefit of agriculture at all, but solely 
for the· benefit of the consumer, and if 
you confine the use of the section 32 
funds to loans and price operations, the 
Government has made a profit on every 
dollar expended from the section 32 
funds. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle
man from lllinois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I hope ,for the accu
racy of the record the gentleman is talk- ' 
ing about the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration credit and funds, not section 32 
funds, because all the subsidies were 
handled out of Commodity Credit Cor
poration funds. 

Mr. CANNON. Eliminating those ex
penditures which ·cannot be credited. to 
the farmer because OPA subsidies were 
gratuities to the consumer and not to 
the farmer, the Government has made 
a profit. 

The remarkable thing is that in the 
operation of the rehabilitation agencies 
and compensating agencies financed for 
the benefit of agriculture we discovered 
we were not only helping the farmer and 
helping the Nation but that the expendi
tures are good business investments. 
When we authorized HOLC and bailed 
out the banks and the insurance com
panies, everybody expected a huge 
deficit. But HOLC has paid out dollar 
for dollar. We are not going to lose a 
penny on it. As a matter of fact, it is 
so successful that they are coming in 
here with a proposal from money chang
ers who want·to get their hands on these 
good loans to make us sell this HOLC 
paper to private interests. So HOLC 
was not only a philanthropic success; 
it was also a business success. 
_ Likewise, REA is a profitable invest
ment. Some people have the idea that 
when you appropriate money for REA 
it is a gift or a grant. As a matter of 
fact, we are getting back every dollar 
we put in REA. We loan on the best 
security. Up to this time we not only 
have a negligible deficit but we have in 
many instances paid in advance. 

As a matter of fact, practically all of 
these agencies we have created for the 
rehabilitation of agriculture have been as 
bread cast upon the waters and have re
turned to us manyfold. 

I trust that any discussion of the 
school-lunch program is. super:fiuous. 
But we have here the astonishing recom
mendation from the committee reducing 
the minimum amount required to 
$45,000,000. 

Here is a phase that is frequently over
looked. When you appropriate $45,000,-



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 5909 
000 for children, they will not get the 
$45,000,000 in food. Under the statute 
there is a provision that out of each of 
these appropriations, $10,000,000 must-be 
taken for equipment. Out of that $45,-
000,000, you will get only $35,000,000 for 
food. Of course, the key to the propo
sition of the committee is that they will 
not count the child's payments. Every 
child gets more than he pays for. Those 
who cannot pay are taken care of when 
otherwise they would go hungry. Why 
should such payments not be considered 
as matching funds? There is no reason 
in the world except a desire to liquidate 
this essential service to the children of 
the country. If we adhere to this re
quirement of not counting the money 
paid in by the children, there are only 
three States in the Nation qualified to 
meet these limitations-New York, Dela
ware, and Utah. 

In many of the other States the legis
latures do not meet until 1949, and even 
if they did it would be difficult to ar
range plans to meet the situation. 

Every authority, bOth educational and 
medical, says it is the best investment 
that we could make of American.funds at 
this time. 

Again, let me quote from Sunday's. 
New York Times: 

The conservation of human beings is also 
important. A small item in this bill has 
been the schQol lunch program which the 
committee cut from $7'5,000,000 to $45,000,-
000. It is all important-

They are quoting the committee's re
port-

It is all important, the committee observes, 
to turn our venture back to the States as 
soon as possible. 

That is the principal argument made 
in favor of cutting the school-lunch pro
gram. 

The reason for the Federal subsidy is, of 
course, that some States cannot afford the 
cost. This particular economy may deprive 
many children of a hot lunch they really 
need. 

The committee proposes to liquidate 
the provision Farmers . Home Adminis
tration-that is the plan to provide in· 
the country for the farmer what we have 
already accomplished in the city with the 
Federal Housing Administration and the 
HOLC. Th.e success of the Home Ad
ministration program has been phe
nomenal. You recall that one reason for . 
the adoption of this program was the 
appalling increase in farm tenancy. In 
the last report of the Department of 
Agriculture for May 1947 they show that 
in the South we had one-fifth fewer 
tenants in 1946 than we had in 1940 and 
we have the lowest farm tenancy in the 
history of the Nation. 

According to the further report from 
• the Department of Agriculture, the num

ber of owner-operated farms has gone 
up 10 percent in 16 Southern States. 
Yet, this program is one of those that is 
hardest hit by this bill. Instead of pro
viding $35,000 as the budget asked or 
$50,000, as we have today, or $25,000 as 
was originally provided by the com
mittee, they in effect eliminate it. 

The denial falls with greatest force 
upon the veterans and the small tenants. 
They say the veterans and tenants must 

be protected against themselves; that 
they are in danger of going out and pay
ing too much tor a farm. · May I call 
attention to one thing that should be 
emphasized in connection with the 
Farmers Home Administration. A farm 
can be provided for an applicant only 
upon the concurrence of all committee 
men; they must make their estimate not 
upon present farm prices or current farm 
income, but they are required-and' the 
requirement is rigidly adhered to-to 
make their estimates only on the long
time earning capacity of the farm and 
on the long-time average of prices. But 
the committee is denying these men the 
right to own their own· farms, to have a 
loan with which to develop the farm·they 
already own. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. If we 
should pass the Cunningham bill that 
prov-ides for something similar to the 
Bankhead-Janes law for veterans, that 
would take care of that situation as far 
as the veteran is' concerned, would it not? 

Mr. CANNON. Of course, that is a 
contingency. The bill has not been 
pasied and may not be passed. Here we 
have a law on the statute books under 
which we know we can provide for the 
ex-serviceman. Here is something we 
have in our hand. 
. A bird in the· hand-is the noblest work 
of God. 
- Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the · 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The Cunningham bill 
.would not do anything more than we 
have got. We have already got basic 
legislation. That would have to go back 
to the same Appropriations Committee 
to implement it with money, and if they 
will not implement existing legislation, 
why, by changing the name, would we 
expect them to furnish the money? 

Mr. CANNON. Of course. We should 
take advantage of such facilities as we 
now have for providing homes for vet
erans and tenants. Why fly to ills we 
know not of? 

Mr. Chairman, then the report on crop 
insurance is certainly one of the most 
inadequate reports ever submitted by 
any committee of the House, certainly 
by the Committee on Appropriations, on 
any bill reported in the last quarter of a 
century. It does not touch the real sit
uation, top, side, or bottom. And it com
prises one of the most essential services 
rendered by the Government today. To
day no business operates without insur
ance. Notify any manufacturing plant 
or any modern business this afternoon 
that its insurance is canceled as of 12 
o'clock tonight and that plant will not 
open for business tomorrow until its 
policies are renewed. 

You yourself would not drive out on 
the highway in an automobile without 
insurance. Every business in the coun
try operates under insurance policies 
which provide complete coverage and 
protection from every possible risk, in
cluding unavoidable disasters cataloged 
as "the providence of God"-every busi-

ness except agriculture. And no business 
is so subject to the vicissitudes of the un
predictable providence of God. The 
farmer operates under incredible haz
ards of fire, frost, · and flood, drought and 
deluge, pests, insects, disease, and preda
tors, animal, vegetable, and human-op
erating in the field, the feed lot, and the 
warehouse. 

Your banker will lend you money on 
any asset. If it burns or dies or i.<:; stolen, 
your insur~nce protects his loan. But . 
he cannot lend on the farmer's crops
regardless of the amount invested in 
them or their potential value, because 
the farmer can get no insurance to pro
tect the collateral. 

In this way the farmer was denied one 
of the most essential of modern business 
services until in 1938 Congress author
ized the Crop Insurance Corporation. It 
was a :pew field, without actuarial sta
tistics and no blue prints on which to 
predicate a practical basis of operation. 
As a result, it lost money steadily. Its 
premiums and conditions of contract 
'were inadequate to meet the losses and 
costs of operation. When this became 
apparent, the law was revised and re
written, and since that time has been a 
success on every commodity on which 
insurance had been provided under the 
original law. 

All of this is completely ignored in the 
repOTt of the committee. No mention 
is made of the success of the service, 
since the readjustment, a most aston
ishing omission. 

Instead of differentiating between op
erations under the old law and the new 
law, the report lumps all losses of the 
original immature system and reaches 
the wholly unjustified conclusion that 
no crop insurance can be provided for 
agriculture under any circumstances. 

Likewise the report fails to call atten
tion to the fact that no losses have been 
incurred under the new law on any of its 
operations except those on one single 
commodity, cotton, on which there had 
not been sufficient time and data to es
tablish a practical basis. Incidentally, 
the defect on that one crop was that we 
sought . to insure the cotton producer a 
profit instead of insuring him against a 
loss. Wlilen we have had sufficient expe
rience to develop a workable contract, 
the service to cotton can be made as 
practical and nuccessful on that com
modity as on the rest of the commodi
ties on which the present law is showing 
an annual profit to the Government. 
For example, the Government made a 
profit on its insurance on wheat alone 
over the last 2 years aggregating some
thing over $7,000,000, and it lost money 
on none of the several crops which it 
insured with the single exception of cot
ton, which was one of the crops recently 
brought under the provisions of the law 
without sufficient preliminary expe
rience. 

Now, because of the loss on that one 
commodity, the committee proposes to 
deny insurance to every other agricul
tural commodity. They propose to dis
continue the service and institute an ex
perimental service which is so inadequate 
and so poorly financed that it is evident 
that the real purpose is total liquidation 
and complete abandonment of all effort 
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to provide for the farmer the service 
available to every other business. 

The total of $1,000,000 recommended 
for administrative expenses in the report 
is a fraction of the amount needed for 
liquidation alone. The evidence is that 
some 450,000 crop insurance contracts are 
now in fore~ with potential liabilities 
running into hundreds of millions of dol
lars. When the first law was rendered 
inactive in 1944, a total of $3,500,000 was 
provided for liquidation. Now only $1,-
000,000 is recommended for liquidation 
of a vastly larger establishment. 

Under such circumstances the experi
mental crop insurance program which 
the committee suggests for 1948 could not 
even be started. There ·are no funds for 
liquidation much less for the initiation ·of 
a new program. The proposal of the 
committee is impractical to the point of 
absurdity. And the heartless abandon
ment of a successful program on all .other 
commodities when only one is showing a 
loss, and on such an incomplete state
ment of the case, is to say the least diffi
cult of justification. 

I trust the bill reported; by the legisla
tive committee can be modified when it 
reaches the fioor·to provide for a continu
ance of insurance- on those crops which 
have been self-sustaining and on an ex
perimental basis on other crops with a 
view to establishing an actuarial basis· on 
which such other crops can likewise be 
made self-sustaining as soon as experi
ence justifies. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr . . 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield . to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I think 
in fairness the gentleman should recog
nize the fact that the Department of 
Agriculture appeared before the Com
mittee on Agriculture and asked that this 
be continued only on an experimental 
basis, · and that legislation has been 
passed to that effect. 

Mr. CANNON. I am familiar to some 
extent with the figures that have been 
submitted. They show no recent losses 
on any crop except cotton. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. That 
happened within 'the last week, I may 
say to the gentleman. 

Mr. cANNON. But I as]:t my good 
friend who is an authority on agricul
tural problems, especially on those relat
ing to dairying, if there is any reason 
why we should . discontinue crop insur
ance on flax? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I am not 
in any position to answer that question. 

Mr. CANNON. Can the gentleman 
suggest any reason at all why we should 
discontinue crop insurance on wheat? 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I would 
discontinue it the way it has been oper
ating. They lost about $7,000,000. 

Mr. · CANNON. No, they have not. 
That is the difficulty , here. We do not 
have the statistics. As a matter of fact 
the Government made a profit of $7,065,-
00.0 on wheat for the years 1945 and 194.6. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. One 
hundred milliQn dollars has disappeared 
somewhere, has it not? 

Mr. CANNON. No money has been 
lost under the new law except on one 
commodity. Something like $20,000,000 

was lost on that one crop but the Gov
ernment has made money on everything 
else. 

Mr~ MURRAY of Wisconsin. What 
commodity? 

Mr. CANNON. The only loss this year 
has been on cotton and if that is being 
placed on an experimental basis, and 
eventually we will be able to service it as 
successfully and as profitably as the rest 
of the list. 

But in the meantime what reason can 
the gentleman. suggest for depriving all 
other agricultural products of the bene-
fits of insurance? _ 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I want 
to get the record stra~ght. The legis
lative committee that is in such good re
pute today has already passed legisla
tion doing what the gentleman is criti
cizing-putting it on an experimental 
basis. 

Mr. CANNON. No such law has beeri 
enacted. It has not even been brought 
up for consideration in the House. And 
unti~ some further provision is madeJ.Vhy 
not continue to function under the. leg
islation now in force and under which 
insurance is being successfully provided 
for the great majority of American 
farmers? 

I ·am certain my distinguished friend 
from Wisconsin joins with me in the be
lief that we should be fair and accurate 
and logical and helpful in the provision 
of a service which means so much to 
farmers and to· all business associated 
with their success. 

Mr. Chairman, · in conclusion may I 
say that when this vast program imple
mertted by this bill was begun, American 
agriculture was at its lowest ebb. The 
farmer was bankrupt. His farmland was 
being sold by the sheriff. His banks were 
failing at the rate of hundreds a day. 
Farm tenancy.had increased until owner
ship of small farms throughout the coun
try was practically nil. Our soil was 
eroding at such-a rate that hundreds of 
thousands of acres of American arable 
land were being removed permanently 
and forever from production. Business 
was stagnate throughout the country 
because the farmers had no buying 
power. In many sections mobs of farm
ers were threatening sheriffs with the 
hangman's noose when they came to dis
possess families from the farm. You 

.could not borrow a dime on any farm in 
my State. Men outraged by confiscatory 
prices stopped milk trucks on the high
way and poured out the JLilk. They 
invaded courtrooms and took judges 
from the bench. There was chaos, de
moralization, destitution, and despera
tion throughout the rural areas. Farm
ers put their remaining possessions in 
wagons and drifted through the coun
try as okies, hopeless, homeless, and heip
less. 

That was the situation in which agri
culture found itself when we began the 
programs implemented by the appropria
tions in this bill. · Under these services 
the whole situation has been retrieved. 
We have brought the farmer back. He 
is enjoying today under these programs 
the greatest prosperity the American 
farmer has ever known. He is making 
a greater contribution to the Nation than 
has ever been made by agriculture in the 

history of the world. We ai·e producing 
this year. one and one-quarter billion 
bushels of wheat. We are producing the 
greatest eorn crop in American history. 
We are feeding America and the world as 
it has never been fed before from Amer
ican acres. And we ·have raised the farm 
buying power and the American stand
ard of living in both the city and the 
country. 

Now, they here propose to put the ax 
to the root of activities which have made 
the Nation great, rich, happy, and· pros
perous. 

Mr. Chairman, I want -to balance the 
budget. I have brought in bills which 
made rescissions greater than ever made 
by any bill reported before or since. I 
have stood on this floor and urged econ
omy which· the House denied. I am for 
economy. But I refuse to cut so deeply, 
my friends, as to wreck the machinery. · 
And again I want to quote the New York 
Times, a wholly disinterested commen
tator: 

Some other items in the eommittee's re
port w111 bear further examination. No one 
can argue that there are no possible sav
ings !n the Department's budget. If Con
gress can hack away what is actually dead
wood, it should do so. 

Now, that is a reasonable position. 
That is the position that we have always 
taken. 

But this is no year in which to cut out or 
hamper any activity which will save or im
prove the fertility of our soil, reduce farm 
production, or impair the well-being of people 
on the lanct. Agriculture just now is a boom
ing industry, but it can collapse at this criti
cal period in history, as it has done before, 
if we apply penny-wise and short-sighted 
policies to It. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. .I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. FOLGER. A few minutes ago the 
gentleman was giving us a true historical 
picture of the plight of the farmer when 
we were not giving attention to him in 
matters of legislation. One man said 
-ab<>ut that time, "Destroy your cities and 
leave your farms and the cities will 
spring up again as if b.Y magic. Destroy 
your farms and the grass will grow in 
the streets of every city in this country." 
Did that not come to pass? 

Mr. CANNON. No greater truth has 
ever been spoken. The strength of 
America is in her farms and in her farm 
people. That is what is at stake in this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I . am 
afraid that the facilities of the House are 
hardly adequate to ·properly display these 
charts, but I trust you will bear with me, .. 
as I want to call them to the attention of 
the committee. Since I could not hang 
them here, I do not have them arranged 
in the order in which I wanted to com
ment on them, but we can at least begin 
with this one, which I consider very 
alarming. 

This chart was just prepared this af
ternoon to show the trend of food pro
duction and of food consumption per 
capita-of the United States. Food pro-
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duction is this broken line here. The 
food production per capita of the United 
States is up to 125 percent of what it was 
in 1925. The food consumption per cap
ita is up to about 116 percent. Food pro
duction went up because our Nation 
asked our farmers to increase the pro
duction of food. The farmers responded. 
They increased the production of food. 
We now have an agricultural plant capa
ble of and actually producing 125 per
cent of its normal production. We ·have 
not increased food consumption in the 
United States at the same rate. What 
does that mean? What does that mean 
to·you? To me it means simply that now 
that we have passed the period when we 
closed this gap with sales to the military 
and to UNRRA there is a 10-percent 
margin between consumption and pro
duction. That means surpluses. To me 
that word "surplus" in agriculture means 
'danger. It means losses to the farmer, 
and it means low prices. It means agri
cultural disaster. 

If there ever was a time when we need 
to take care of our farm problems and 
when we need to beware of what is about 
to befall agriculture in this Nation; it 
seems to me that this chart which shows 
the ratio of agricultural production to 
American consumption .should make it 
plain that that time is coming in the 
next few months, or at least in the next 
few years. Of course, as long as we con
tinue to export 400,000,000 bushels of 
grain to Europe, we may postpone the 
evil day. But .the agricultural plant has 
been increased in response to the needs 
of our Government, and -only our Gov
ernment can make the provisions to 
close that gap which now exists· between 
production and consumption. Unless it 
is closed, there can be nothing but dis
aster in agricultural prices. 

Now, what does this bill do for agrt
·culture prices? For one thing, it reaches 
in and grabs out the support under sur
pluses. Section 32, the crutch on which 
agriculture has leaned for all these years, 
is rudely jerked out from under us, and 
we are told that just at the period when 
agriculture is facing the greatest sur
plus which it has probably ever faced, 
we are going to be without that support. 

My friends, I wonder why we have a 
bill of this kind? I am not here to make 
any partisan charges. I am not here 
to lay the blame on any individual, but 
I wonder why we have this kind of think
ing that brings in a bill of this kind; 
why we have a philosophy of government 
today that leads our Government to en
courage the farmer ·to increase produc
tion and then pulls the props out from 
under him? I wonder if it is not due to 
the fact that there has been so much 
propaganda over this country to the ef
fect that the farmer is robbing the Amer
ican public; to the e:ffect that the farmer 
is getting prices that are all out of line 
with what anybody else gets. 

Let me show you a few more charts. 
Let us look at this chart. I think this 
is one -of the most 1lluminating charts. 
It is just two little lines. It does not 
look like very much, but this shows the 
per capita food cost and the percentage 
of income in the United States from 
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1913 to 1946. Back in 1920, the actual 
food expenditures of the American people 
were about 33 percent of their income. 
They run now to about 23 percent of 
the national income. But they would 
not be that high if you follow the line of 
the cost of a given quantity of food, rep
resenting the average annual amount 
consumed. If the consumption had re
mained the same, you would find that 
the focd that in 1920 took some 33 per
cent of the American national income 
can now be bought for some 17 percent 
of the national income. The American 
people are actually eating more, but even 
so they are doing it on a small~r part of 
their income. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the · 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman five additional minutes. 

Mr. POAGE. What we are actually eat
ing in the United States today is only 
costing us 19 percent of our national in
come, or less than two-thirds as much of 
the national income as we formerly spent 
for food. How can anybody claim that 
the farmer is robbing the public when the 
farmer is letting the man in the mill 
and the factory buy his food for 2 
hours' work where he formerly had to 
spend 3 hours' work. That is what it 
amounts to. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman by his 

charts is evidently trying to establish the 
fact that at the moment · agriculture 
seems to be in a rather favorable posi
tion. If that is true, does he think that 
the payments that were made to agri
culture, initiated back in the depression 
time, should now be continued at about 
those levels, or would he not believe that 
possibly-some of that money might be 
saved for a rainy day? 

Mr. POAGE. Of course, it is most un
fortunate that the majority leader did 
not observe the first chart that I showed 
here, which I think shows as clearly as 
can be shown that we are faced with a 
gap between agricultural production and 
agricultural consumption that must in
evitably lead to surplus, and an early 
break in agricultural prices, leading to 
agricultural disaster. 

Mr. HALLECK. Will the gentleman 
yield further? 

Mr. POAGE. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. I was here and I saw 

the first chart you exhibited. I noticed 
the 10 percent that you pointed out. If 
we were not shipping so much food 
abroad, I do not know whether our con
sumers would go up to that 125 percent 
or not. There are many people who think 
that they probably would. I do not know 
what may ultimately happen to that. 

Mr. POAGE. Undoubtedly, if the gen
tleman wants to break the price of agri
cultural products down to a low enough 
level, he can sell the consumption of the 
American farms at a bankrupt price. If 
that is what the gentleman proposes, 
then, of course, in spite of my statement 
that I did not intend to inject any per
sonalities or any partisanship in this dis· 
cussion, I must suggest that the leader· 
ship of the Republican Party has cer
tainly deserted every claim to farm sup-

port, if that is what the gentleman pro
poses. Certainly the farmers of America. 
are .entitled to a living wage. That living 
wage has been fixed by this Government 
as parity. We are guaranteeing to the 
farmers onlY. 90 percent of a living wage. 
How many of your laborers, how many of 
your capitalists will accept 90 percent of 
a fair return and think that they are be
ing fairly treated? How can it be said 
that the farmer who is assured only 90 
percent of parity is robbing anybody else? 
We are now told that the farmer who is 
getting 90 percent of a living wage as de
fined by law is destroying the economy of 
everybody else. Let us see just how the 
farmer ~ompares with other groups. 

It is true that realized net income of 
farm operators has increased substan
tially as a result of increases in both agri
cultural prices and in production. · In 
spite of this fact, the preliminary esti
·mates of the Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics show an average realized net in
·come per farm operator in 1946 of $2,565 
per year, or about $49 per week per fam
ily. This is the farm family's total return 
·rrom farming, and includes the value of 
the home-produced food, as well as the 
rental value of the farm home. It in
cludes the total return on the family's in
vestment, the farmer's management, and 
his own labor and whatever labor other 
members of the family contribute to farni 
production. The average family bad an 
equity of about $11,700 in farm real es
tate, machinery, motor vehicles, livestock, 
and crops on hand as of January 1, 1946. 
'Inte.rest on this equity at 5 percent would 
amount to $585 per year. Deducting this 
interest on the investment from the real
ized net income would leave but $1,980, or 
about $38 per week, as the income of the 
·farmer and his family for labor and 
management. This compares with an 
average weekly wage of $47.47 per wage 
earner, for factory workers. When it is 
remembered that in a very large per
centage of the cases there are at least 

·two wage earners in the farm family, it 
will immediately become apparent how 
poorly farm income compares with the 
income of industrial workers, even at 
present prices. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
C,..~airman, will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. POAGE. I yield. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen

tleman, I believe, is overexercised about 
section 32 funds. After all, Congress in 
t:O.e deficiency' Qill just last week re
stored entirely the lending, power of $4,-
750,000,000 of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and that is one way we are 
taking care of the 90-percent-parity 
funds. 

Mr. POAGE. Possibly the gentleman 
is overexercised, but I am one of those 
who saw the disaster which surplus farm 
production brought to this land. I have 
seen the terrible e:ffect of these surpluses 
and I, for one, have not forgotten the 
lesson. I, for one, do not propose to take 

·steps that are going to lead us into an
other catastrophe of that kind; and I 
do not believe the gentleman from 
Minnesota wants to. I am convinced by 
all the figures and by all the facts, thai; 
we are on the road to that kind of catas
trophe; if we do not provide machinery 
now, to cope with the problem, but the 
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gentleman offers no solution; the major
ity leader offers no solution except to 
take it out of the farmer's hide, reduce 
farm prices to such extent that you can 
sell your products for practically noth
ing. Get prices down, says the majority 
leader, and then maybe our farm prod
ucts will be consumed. Sure, if you sell 
your cotton at 4 cents a pound it will be 
consumed. Certainly, if you break the 
price of corn down to two-bits a bushel 
it will all be consumed. Certainly if 
you break the price of cattle down to a 
nickel, then you can sell them. . Then 
the Republican Party can say, "We have 
got full consumption." But if you are 
going to give to the farmer a fair price, 
even 90 percent of a living wage, then 
you have got to do something now about 
that gap that exists or we all know what 
will happen. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize 
again the fact that farmers, as a class, 
are still giving more to society and get
ting less in return than any other group. 

I want to emphasize again the , fact 
that support prices are not high prices. 
The prices that we have tried to main
tain for farmers are far lower than the 
prices received by other groups. They 
are lower than the recognized living
wage standard; they are only 90 percent 
of parity. When we compare the gains 
made by farmers on one hand, and by 
industrial workers and capital on the 
other hand, we find that the farmer runs 
a poor third comparing wages, prices, and 
profits, during the period 1935-39 with 
the same items. In 1947, we find that: 

Prices received by farmers in April 
1947 were up 253 percent. 

Prices paid by farmers in April 1947 
were up 180 percent. 

Farmers were, therefore, relatively 
better off by 73 percent. 

Wages received by industrial workers 
in March 1947 were up 213 percent. 

Since that time many wages have been 
increased 15 percent .. 

Prices paid by industrial workers in 
March 1947, 156 percent. 

Workers were, therefore, relatively bet
ter off by 72 percent. · 

Profits made by corporations in 1946 
were up 336 percent. 

Prices paid for food by urban people 
in 1946 #ere up 190 percent. 

Capitalists are, therefore, relatively 
better off by 146 percent. 

When we take the comparison back to 
the base period of 1909-14 it is even more 
striking. I do not have the figures on 
corporate profits during this period, but 
I do have the figures on prices received 
by farmers as compared with prices 
farmers paid and the hourly earnings 
received by industrial workers as com
pared with the prices they paid. These 
figures show: 

Prices received by farmers in 1947 were 
up 280 percent. 

Prices paid by farmers in March 1947 
were up 227 percent. 

Farmers are, therefore, relatively bet
ter off by 53 percent. 

Compared with this we find, using the 
same base period: 

Hourly earnings received by industrial 
workers in March 1947 were up 557 per
cent. 

· Prices paid by industrial workers in 
March 1947 were up 227 percent. 

Workers were, therefore, relatively bet
ter off by 330 percent. 

Can it be charged that under these 
circumstances farm prices are unfair or 
too high? Can it be that the majority 
leader, or the subcommittee that wrote 
this bill, would seriously contend that 

. we should remove the most effective sup
ports to farm prices simply in order to 
give more fortunate and more prosper
ous segments of our society a further 
advantage? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. POAGE. If the gentleman will get 
me more time. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
think we had better proceed to read the 
first paragraph of the bill. 

Mr. CANNON. Will the chairman 
permit me to yield for one extension? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Certainly. 
Mr; CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BECKWORTH]. 

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Chairman, 
almost everybody knows it has taken 
nearly a decade of diligent effort to bring 
the farmers of this Nation to the present 
state of prosperity they now enjoy. Fur
thermore, many people know how seri
ous and far-reaching the results have 
l:;leen· when depressions have overtaken 
agriculture. In my opinion it is unwise 
to take any chance with the welfare of 
American agriculture which is so vital 
to so many people of this Nation and the 
world as a whole. 

It is my sincere hope that the present 
agricultural appropriations bill will be 
appropriately amended to the end that 
our farm program, which admittedly has 
been a constructive one, will not receive 
a set-back which could be the forerunner 
of chaos in many of the aspects of agri
culture. 

Agriculture in its many phases has 
been benefited greatly by the rural elec
trification program. Highly pleased are 
the farmers who have received the ad
vantages and benefits of this program. 
There are many other farmers in our 
area and throughout the Nation who de
sire the benefits of REA. It is my hope 
that this segment of our agricultural 
program will not be injured or unneces
sarily delayed by the action of this Con
gress. Necessary funds to properly ex
pand the REA program so· that it will 
reach as many farmers as ·possible, of 
course on a sound basis, should be car
ried in this appropriation bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from Kansas [Mr. REESJ. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, there has 
been much discussion with respect to the 
rule under which this appropriation bill 
comes to the floor for consideration. I 
think it should be made clear, in defer
ence to the committee in charge of this 
measure, that the rule does not put this 
House in a so-called strait-jacket. I 
have on many occasions opposed such 
rules that have been brought to this floor 
in the past. Such rules did not permi.t 

offering amendments of any. kind. ·This 
bill is subject, as in the case of other bills, 
to amendment and debate. Any Member 
will have a chance, if he chooses to do so, 
to offer amendments from the floor to 
strike portions therefrom. Or he may 
offer amendments to add to this legisla
tion if he feels he can get support for 
such amendments. I mention this, Mr. 
Chairman, only to further clarify a situa
tion that seems to have become some
what beclouded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Be it enacted, etc., That the following sums 

are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1948, hereinafter referred 
to as the current fiscal year, namely. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. RoBERTSON] 
may extend his remarks at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

appreciate the necessity of balancing the 
Nation's budget, and the elimination of 
unnecessary functions, duplication of 
service, and excessive personnel in all 
the administrative phases of our Na
tional Government. I am concerned, 
and gravely so, when I read the Agricul
ture appropriations blll, making extreme 
reductions in farm appropriations. We 
should move with great caution when we 
attempt to cut expenses which directly 
affect the farmers of the country. 

The farmers of the Nation will express 
indignation over the tremendous slash in 
the $300,000,000 for the AAA conserva-

. tion program specifically approved by 
Congress last year. It can be argued 
with good conscience that this is break
ing the faith with millions of farmers. 
There is grave concern as to whether or 
not the reduction of administrative ex
penses to $15,000,000 will permit the 
State and county PMA offices to carry 
out their program successfully, and as 
well to handle commodity loans and 
other price-support functions vital to 
millions of farmers. 

On the question of rural electrification 
I yield to the committee the right, with
out question, to cut administrative costs 
$1 ,600,000. I cannot with complete un
derstanding see why the loan program, 
which is a self-liquidating program, 
should have been cut $25,000,000. This 
item should be reinstated on the floor 
without question. 

Although there is a great demand for 
farm products today, and the problem of 
surpluses, generally speaking, is negligi
ble, still in a nation with as gigantic a 
productive capacity as we have in the 
United States we can anticipate sur
pluses in the future. Now is the time for 
investigation and research in this field. 
Because of this, principally, I am 
alarmed over the complete elimination of 
section 32 funds for surplus disposal and 
the small appropriation allowed to carry 
out the program of the Hope-Flannagan 
Act, which was passed almost unani
mously by Congress last year. 
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In our aspirations to find the real ·ro·ad to economy, we must not be· led astray, 

especially when we deprive the farmers 
themselves of the benefits to which they 
are rightfully entitled. · · · 

I do not wish to convey the impression 
that I am just knocking everything ac
complished by the Subcommittee on 
Agz:icultural Appropriations. I feel that 
they very judiciously handled a great 
many . phases of what. was necessarily a 
complicated and detailed appropriation 
bill. I feel that the subcommittee is to 
be complimented for their treatment of 
many of these phases, and I thirik espe
cially of the Extension Service, which 
has proved so important to the develop
ment of agriculture throughout the sev
eral States. Although a cut was made in 
the Soil Conservation Service, I am 
pleased that the cut was not so severe_as 
to seriously cripple this organization, 
which offers technical advice to farmers 
of the Nation. 

I regret that I am forced to disagree 
with the subcommittee, but feel I must, 
in the interest of the Nation's ·farmers. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed_ to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. HERTER, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 3601) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for 
other purp'oses, had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that those who have 
spoken on this side today may be allowed 
to revise and· extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mis
souri? 

There was no objection. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. POULSON .<at the request of Mr. 
PHILLIPS Of California) was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
editorial from the Washington Sunday 
Star. 

Mr. NIXON <at the request of Mr. 
PHILLlPS of California) was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
article from the quarterly magazine Law 
1\nd Contemporary Problems. 

Mr. HORAN asked and was given per
mission to extena his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include an 
excerpt. 

Mr. CANFIELD asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD and include a 

· newspaper article. · 
Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana asked 

and was given permission to extend his 
remarks in the Appendix of the RECORD 
in two instances, in one to include a 
newspaper editorial and in the other a 
magazine article. 

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD in two instances 
and include certain statements and 
excerpts. · 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn to meet_ at 
10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, with the House meet
ing at 10 o'clock tomorrow, will we pro
ceed immediately to the consideration 
of the pending appropriation bill? 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes. 
Mr. CANNON. Or will there be pre

liminary business? 
Mr. IIALLECK. My undeJ;'standing is 

we will proceed immediately to the con
sideration of the pending bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Indiana? 

There was Iio objection. 
LIMITING APPLIC'ATION OF PROVISIONS 

OF FEDERAL LAW TO COUNSEL EM
PLOYED UNDER SENATE RESOLUTION 
46 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table Senate Joint Resolution 
107, and its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolu.tion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the Senate joint resolution, as fol
lows: 

Resolved, etc., ·That nothing in section 
109 or section 113 of th'e Criminal Code 
(U. ·. s. c., 1940 ed., title 18, sees. 198 and 
203), or in section 361, section 365, or sec
tion 366 of the Revised Statutes (U. S. C., 
1940 ed., title 5, sees. 306, 314, and 315), 
or in any other provision of Federal law 
imposing restrictions, requirements, or pen
alties in relation to the employment of 
persons, the performance of services, or the 
payment or receipt of compensation in con
nection with any claim, proceeding, or mat
ter involving the United States, shall apply 
with respect to counsel to the special com
mittee of the Senate serving under the pro
visions of Senate Resolution 46, Eightieth 
Congress, first session, adopted January 22, 
1947: Provided, however, That nothing con
tained herein shall be deemed to limit, cur
tail, or augment any existing authority in 
st:ch committee or its counsel to initiate, 
prosecute, maintain, defend, or otherwise 
dispose of any claim, action, proceeding, or 
matter, civil or criminal, on behalf of the 
United States. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a motion 
to reconsider was laid on the table. 

REQUEST TO WITHDRAW PAPERS 

Mr. ALBERT requested, pursuant to 
rule XXXVIII, leave to withdraw from 
the files of the House papers in the case 
of H. R. 6146, a private relief bill for Mrs. 
Thelma Crosslin, Seventy-ninth Con
gress, no adverse report having been filed 

~ thereon. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, · Ieave of ab
- sence was granted as follows: 

To Mr. O'HARA, from May 28 to May 
31, on account of official business. 

To Mr.- WEICHEL <at the request of Mr. 
McGREGOR), for Monday, Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday, May 26, 27, 
28, and 29, on account of attending Con
gressman Bradley's funeral. 

To Messrs. KUNKEL, Gn.LIE, SHAFER, 
GRANT Of Indiana, JONKMAN, and DIN
GELL <at the request of Mr. HALLECK), to 
attend funeral of Congressman Bradley. 

To Mr. AUCHINCLOSS (at the request of 
Mr. CANFIELD), for 3 days,' on account of 
official business. 

To Mr. RILEY (at the request of Mr. 
RICHARDS), for an indefinite period, on ac
count of illness. 

To Mr. NixoN <at the request of Mr. 
PoULSON), for 4 days, on account of offi
cial business. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3029. An act to provide for the ac
quisition of a site and for preparation of 
plans and specifications for a courthouse to 
accommodate the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia and the 
District Court of the United States for the 
District of Columbia. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee · 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on May 26, 1947, 
present to the President , for his ap
proval ,- a bill of the House of the follow
ing title: 

II. R. 2094. An act for the relief of Isaac 
B. Jones. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move
. that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; according
ly <at 5 o'clock and 52 minutes p. m.>, 
under its previous· order, the House ad
journed until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
May 28, 1947, at 10 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

713._ A letter from the Acting Secretary 
of the Navy, transmitting a draft of a pro
posed amendment to H. R. 349:;;, section 5, 
transfer of war housing to the War or 
Navy Department; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

714. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a draft of a proposed amend
ment to H. R. 3492, section 5, transfer of war 
housing to the War or Navy Department; 
to the Committee on Banking and CUr
rency. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XTII, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MARTIN of Iowa: Committee on Post 
Omce and Civil Service. H. R. 1389. A blll 
to amend the Veterans' Preference Act of 
1944; with an amendment (Rept. No. 465). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 
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Mr. WELCH: Committee on Public Lands. 

H. R. 2005. A bill to amend the act of April 
21, 1932 (47 Stat. 88), enti.tled "An act to 
provide for the leasing of the segregated 
coal and asphalt deposits of the Choctaw and 
Chickasaw Indian Nations, in Oklahoma, and 
for an extension of time within which pur

in its certificate of incorporation with re
spect to stated objects; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 471). Referred to the Committee 
o! the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
chasers of such deposits may complete pay- Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public 
ments": without amendment (Rept. No. bills and resolutions were introduced and 
466). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. severany·_referred as .follows: 

Mr. WELCH: Committee on Public Lands. By Mr. CROW: 
H. R. 2411. A bill to authorize patenting of H. R. 3623-. A bill to provide that members 
certain lands to Public Hospital District No. of the Communist Party shall be ineligible 
2, Clallam County, wa·sh., for hospital pur- for veterans' benefits, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 467). poses; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole By Mr. GEARHART: 
House on the State of the Union. H. R. 3524. A bill to provide percentage de-

Mr. WELCH: committee on Public Lands. pletion for fluorspar, flake graphite, vermicu- _ 
H. R. 2572. A bill to permit the sale of lite, beryl, · feldspar, mica, talc, lepidolite, 
liquor to Indians outside Indian country; spodumene, barite, ball and sagger clay, rock 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 468). Re- asphalt, and thenardite with respect to tax-
ferred to the House Calendar. able years beginning after December 31, 1946; 

Mr. WELCH: committee on Public Lands. to the Committee on Ways anq Means. 
H. R. 2852. A b111 to provide for the addition · By Mr. HARRISON: 
of certain surplus Government lands to the H. R. 3625. A' bill relating to the promotion 
otter creek Recreational Demonstration of certain former members of the Army of the 
Area. in the state of Kentucky; without United States wounded or injured in combat 
amendment (Rept. No. 469). Referred to the and hospitalized for 18 months or more as a 
Committee of the Whole House on the State result of su.ch wound or injury; to the Com-
of tl1e Union. · mittee on Armed Services. 

Mr. HOPE: Committee on Agriculture. By Mrs. NORTON: 
H. R. 3465. A bill to amend the Federal Crop H: R. 3626. A bill to authorize the Federal 
Insurance Act; with an amendment (Rept. Works Administrator to make grants to non-
No. 470). Referred to the Committee of the profit private agencies in t;tle District of Co-
Whole House on the state of the Union. lumbia with respect to hospital facilities in 

Mr. DIRKSEN: committee on the District the District of Columbia, and.for other pur-
of columbia. H. R. 3_547. A bill to authorize - poses; to the Committee on. the District of 
funds for ceremonies in the District of Co- Columbia. 
Iumbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 472). ~ By Mr: SIMPSON of Pennsyfvania: 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole - H. R. 3627. A bill to amend the Social Be
House on the State of the Union. curity Act with respect to State plans for aid 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts: Committee : to the_ blind; to the Comm.ittee on Ways and 
on the District of Columbia. H. R. 3611. Means 
A bill to fix and regulate the salaries of teach- By Mr. WELCH: 
ers, school officers, and other employees of H. R. 3628. A bill to revise the method of 
tho Board of Education of the District of issuing patents for public lands; to the Com-
Columbia, and for other purposes; with an mittee on Publ!c Lands. 
amendment (Rept. No. 473). Referred to the By Mr. ANDREWS of New York: 
Committee of the Whole House on the State H. R. 3629. A bill to authorize the transfer 
of the Union. to the Panama Canal of property which is 

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv- surplus to the needs of the War Department 
. ices. H. R. 3252. A bill to authorize the or Navy Department; to the Committee on 

Secretary of the Navy to convey to the city Armed Services. 
of Long Beach, Calif., for street purposes, an H. R. 3630. A blll to amend the Armed 
easement in certain lands within the Navy Forces Leave Act of 1946, approved August 9, 
housing project at Long Beach, Calif.; with- 1946 (Public Law 704, 79th Cong., 2d sess.; 
out amendment (Rept. No. 474). Referred -to · 60 Stat. 963), and for other purposes; to the 
the Committee of the Whole House on the Committee on Armed Services. 
State of the Union. By Mr ELSTON: 

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv- H. R. 3631. A bill to amend the Articles 
ices. H. R. 3053. A bill to authorize the for the Gover11ment of the Navy to improve 
Secretary of the Navy to convey to the Terri- the administration of naval justice; to the 
tory of Hawaii an easement for public high- Committee on Armed Services. 
way and utility purposes in certain parcels · By Mr. BATES of Kentucky: 
of land in the district of Ewa, T. H.; without H. R. 3632. A b111 to extend the time within 
amendment (Rept. No. 475). Referred to the which applications may be made to the Rail-
Committee of the Whole House on the State road Retirement Board for certain refunds 
of the Union. from the unemployment trust fund; to the 

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv- Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
ices. H. R. 3056. A b1ll to authorize the merce. 
Secretary of the Navy to convey to the city By Mr. FARRINGTON: 
of Macon, Ga., and Bibb County • Ga., an ease- H. R. 3633. A bill to amend section 203 of 
ment for public road and utility purposes in th H 11 H 
certain Government-owned lands situated in e awa an ames Commission Act, desig-

nating certain public lands as available 
Bibb County, Ga., and for other purposes; homelands; to the Committee on Public 
without amendment (Rept. No. 476). Re- Lands. 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House H. R. 3634. A bill to amend . section. 83 of 
on the State of the Union. the Hawaiian Organic Act to provide that 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees . were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ALLEN of California: Committee on 
. the District of Columbia. H: R. 3604. A bill 

to authorize the Methodist Home of ·the Dis
trict of Columbia t9 m~e cet:ta!U cha~ges 

women may serve on juries in the Territory 
of Hawaii; to the Committee on Public 
Lands. · 

H. R. 3635. A bill to ratify sections 1 and 2 
of Joint Resolution 7 enacted by the Legis
lature of the Territory of Hawaii in its regu
lar session of 1947; to the Committee on Pub
lic Lands. 

By Mr. FORA~: 
H. R. 3636. A blll to amend the Social Se

curity Act to enable States to establish more 
adequate public-welfare programs, and !or 

· other· purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. PHILLIPS of California: 
H. R. 3637. A bill granting the consent and 

approval of Congress to an interstate com
pact relating to the better utilization of the 
fisheries (marine, shell, and anadromous) of 
the Pacific coast and creating the Pacific 
Marine Fisheries Commission; to the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. REES: 
H. R. 3638. A bill to amend section 10 of 

the act establishing a National Archives of 
the United States Government; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HOBBS: 
H. R 3639. A bill to provide for trials of 

and judgments upon the issue of good be
havior in the case of certain judges; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAcKINNON: 
H. Res. 219. Resolution to amend rule XIV 

of the Rules of .the House o:: Representatives; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under- clause 3 of rule XXII, me
morials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Leg
islature of tbe State of California, me
morializing the President and :the Congress 
of the United States to increase Federal aid 
to the Veterans' Home of California, at 
Yountville; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND-RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule xxn. private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 

. severa..Ily referred, as follows: 
By Mr. ALLE~ of California: 

H. R. 3640. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Charlotte D. Wang, . Harvey S. P. Wang, and 
Arthur Y. P. Wang; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. F00TE: 
H. R. 3641. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Helen E. Scofield; to the Committee on · the 
. Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (by request): 
H. R. 3642. A bill for the relief of Michael 

A. Driscoll; to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 

By ·Mr. KEOGH: 
H. R. 3643. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Maria V. Yosco and family; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H. R. 3644. A bill for the relief of James M. 

Dingwall, Eileen Reynolds, W. G. Peterson, 
Bert Woolslayer, and Maisie Purser Davis; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid-on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

576. By Mr. McGREGOR: Petition of mem
bers of Local 735, American Federation ot 
Teachers; Local 22625, Eagle Rubber Co.; Lo
cal 604, International Union of Operating 
Engineers; Local 319, Myers Moulders; LOCal 
294, Unt-~ed Garment Workers; and Local 200, 
International Brotherhood of Bookbinders, 
of Ashland County, Ohio, petitioning the 
Congress of the United States protesting the 
reduction of income tax on a percentage ba
sis and suggest ing instead that an exemption 
be made up to $3,000 for married persons and 
up to $1,500 for ·single pPrsons; to the Com
mittee on · Ways and J.\1:eans. 

577. By Mr. SABATH: Petition of the Sixty
fifth · General Assemi.Jly of J.llinois, petition

. ' ing the Congress to inves t igate the obvious 
advantages of locating the proposed atomic
energy laboratory in some Government-
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owned s.rea; to 

1 
the Joint Co~mittee on 

Atomic n:nergy. . 
. 578. Also, petition of the City Council of 
the City o! Chicago, urging the prompt en
ti.Ctment of Wagner-Taft-Ellender housing 
bill; to the Committee on Banking and cur
rency. 

- 579. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
membership of the Safety Harbor Townsend 
Club, No. 1, Safety Harbor, Fla., petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with refer
ence to endorsement of the Towr.send plan, 
H. R. 16; to the Commltt~ on Ways and 
Means. 

580. Also, petition of .Miss Emma MacKay, 
Townsend Club, No. 1, Boynton Beach, Pia., 
and others, petitioning ~nEideration of 
their resolution with reference to endorse
ment of the Townsend p~an. H. R. 16; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 28~ 1947 

<Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 
1947) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 
_ The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 

If Thou, 0 Lord, shouldst mark iniqUl
ties, who among us could stand unafraid 
before Thee? For there is so much bad 
in the best of us, and so much good in 
the worst of us, that we dare not criti
cize each other. But Thou canst reprove 
us all. 

Ere we begin our duties, cleanse Thou 
our minds and hearts. Wbat no proper 
shame kept us fi'om committing, let no 
false shame keep us from confessing. In 
this moment may we find grace to seek 
Thy pardon and find the joy of the 
Gospel of making a new beginning. 

In the power of Christ our Lord and 
Master. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
May 27, 1947. was dispensed with, and 
Ule Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE PROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, ·by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the joint resolution 
<S. J. Res. 107) limiting the application 
of provisions of Federal law to counsel 
employed under Senate Resolution 46 
without amendment. -
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled joint resolution <S. J. Res. 107) 
limiting the application of provisions of 
Federal law to counsel employed under 
Senate Resolution 46, and it was signed 
by the President pro tempore. 
UNITED STATES PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 

BICENTENNIAL COMMISSIQN 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair appoints the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. RoBER~OM] as a member of 
the United· States 'Princeton University 
Bicentennial Commission, in place 'of 

the Senator from 'Utah I Mr. THoMAS], 
resigned. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were -laid before ihe 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of California; to the Committee on 
Public LaJ+ds: 

"Senate Joint Resolution 20 

"Joint resolution relative to memorializing 
Congress to refuse passage ot H. R. 2876, 
creating a Redwood National Park and a 
natic,>n.al-forest area in CaUfornia 
"Whereas H. R. 2876, now pending, proposes 

to create in the northwestern portion of 
Califol'nia a Redwood National Park and a 
national-forest area, in addition to the parks 
and national forests now existing;· and 

"Whereas the purposes for which this 
national park and national-forest area are 
to be created are indefinite or not defined in 
H. R. 2876, while the disadvantages and dis
abilities which will accrue to the State of 
California and to the people of this State 
should this bill become law are at once appar
ent; and 

"Whereas they accrue from the fact that 
this bill would take from private ownership 
and add to the public domain approximately 
2,315,000 acres of highly valuable timber and 
<lther lands. thereby decreasing by more than 
one-hal! the taxable 1U'eas and approximately 
one-hal! of the assessed wealth of the coun
ties of Del Norte, Humboldt, and Mendocino, 
and also by about 85,000 acres 1n Sonoma 
County, placing almost the entire lumbering 
industry of thts part of. California under Fed
eral control and withdrawing from produc
tion o! lumber more than 200,000 acres of 
redwood timber, as a result of which agricul
ture, stock raising, and general business 1n 
the area would also be seriously impaired; .and 

''Whereas the removal of such large areas of 
valuable lands from the assessment rolls 
would so reduce the tax revenue as to disrupt 
the local economy by placing an Intolerable 
burden upon local government and the re
maining property holders 1n the area. seri
ously affecting most adversely the economy o! 
the entire State; and 

"Whereas there 1s no reasonable basis for 
the creation ot further national parks 1n this 
part of the State, since the State <lf Cali
fornia, aided by private donors, has acquired 
and preserved for all time 57,882.2'1 acres of 
the finest groves of redwoods and now ad
ministers for the public In the counties 
named above 43,184 acres of redwood parks 
and is still in the process of acquiring many 
additional thousands of acres for these parks, 
and has also acquired some 36,2'10 feet of 
ocean frontage, and has adopted numerous 
laws and regulations to bring about better 
logging meth<lds, reforestation, and conserva
tion, and for these purposes has within the 
last year acquired some 53,()00 acres of cut
over and virgin timber lands and has em
barked upon a large program of experlmen ta
tlon and development of better reforestation 
methods and more adequate conservation 
controls which this legislature believes to be 
adequate and effective; and 

''Whereas creation of the parks proposed by 
H. R. 2876 would confiict with and seriously 
hamper the State park and reforestation pro
gram of the State of California: Now, there-
fore, be It · 

"Resolved by the Senate and AS8embly of 
the State of California. (jointly). Tbat the 
passage of H. R. 2876 is highly undesirable f<lr 
the reason that the provisions of the blll 
would aceompltsh· no reasonable purpose but 
would seriously and most adversely affect the 
eeonomtc and cultural interests <l1 the entire 
State of California; and be it further 

.. Reao.lved, That the Congress of the United 
States, particUlarly the Senators and Repre-

sentatives of the State of California 1n the 
National Congress, and especially Mrs. HELEN 
GAHAGAN DoUGLAS, author of H. R. 2876, are 
hereby memorialized vigorously to oppose the 
passage of H. R. 2876; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
forthwith transmit copies of this resolution 
to the chairman and members of the House 
Committee on Agriculture and to each Sena
tor and Representative from California in the 
Congress <Jf the United States." 

Two joint resolutions of the Legislature 
of the State of California; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations: 

"Senate Joint Resolution 3 
"Joint resolution relative to memorializing 

Congress to increase Federal aid to the 
Veterans' Home of -California, at Yountville 
"Whereas there is a home for aged and 

disabled ·honorably discharged veterans of 
the United States, known as the Veterans' 
Home of California, situated at Yountville, 
Napa County; and -

"Whereas the said home is supported 
jointly by the Federal Government and the 
State of California, the current Federal con
tribution being at the rate of $300 per 
annum for each veteran domiciled there; 
and · 

"Whereas the cost of food products and 
supplies and materials of all kinds entering 
into the upkeep and maintenance of the 
said institution now prevalllng is substan
tially in excess of normal, due to World War 
conditions: Now, therefore. 'be it 

"Resolved by the Senate ana Assembly of 
the State oj California (jointly). That the 
Congress and President of the United States 
are urged and memorialized to cause an in
crease to be made in the Federal aid to the 
said Veterans' Home of Call!ornla, at Yount
ville, from $300 to $500 per capita, per year,· 
and be It further 

"Reso1ved, That the secretary of the sen
ate 1s · directed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, to the President or the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States." 

"Senate Joint Resolution 10-
"Joint resolution memor1allzlng the Presi

dent and Congress of the United States in 
relation to providing funds for · a contin
ued Federal-aid highway program 
"Wh~ the construction of an adequate 

system of interstate highways as authoriZed 
by act ot Congress has necessarily been de-
terred during the war years; and 

"Whereas our wartime experience h8s dem
onstrated that such a system of highways is 
both indispensable to our national defense 
and essential to our peacetime economy; and 

.. Whereas more and more motorists are 
traveling throughout the Nation tr8.nscon
tinentally and along the coastal regions; 
and 

"Whereas such traveling imposes partic
ularly heavy use of California's hJghway.s 
and bridges which were necessarily subjected 
to heavy use by military vehicles and ve
hicles engaged 1n the transportation of 
equipment and materials for the war effort 
during the war years; ·and 

"Whereas the additional cost necessary to 
provide adequate national defense arteries, 
including heavier bridges and roadbeds 
should be _borne by all the taxpayers of the 
Nation; Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved 1lg the Senate and Assembly of 
"the Sta.te oj California (jointly). That the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States are respectfully memori.a.ll2led and 
requested to take .such steps as may be nec
essary to provide continued Federal appro
priations to aid the States in the develop
ment ot an adequate system of interstate 
highways anc:t Federal-aid highwaya on the 
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